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ADDENDUM "1" 
Brent R. Chipman #0626 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
215 South State Street, 12th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801)531-8900 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
-ooOoo-
JOANNE L. STONE, 
Petitioner, 
TODD L. STONE, 
Respondent. 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
JUDGMENT AND 
DECREE OF DIVORCE 
Civil No 014903655 DA 
Judge Tyrone E. Medley 
Comm. T. Patrick Casey 
-ooOoo-
The above matter came on before the court for trial on August 3, 2005, the 
Honorable Tyrone E. Medley presiding. Petitioner was present and was represented by 
Brent R. Chipman. The Respondent was present and was represented by Mary C. 
Corporon. Michelle Blomquist, Office of the Guardian ad Litem, appeared on behalf of 
the parties' minor children. 
The parties reached a full settlement of all reserved and outstanding issues 
T.60253 ! 
in the above-referenced case, ' I he coin t proceeded to heai and appro v e the stipulation 
read into the record. The parties and counsel also approved the same,. 
Counsel for Respondent prepared proposed final pleadings. Counsel for 
Petitioner filed Objections to those proposed pleadings, arid counsel for Respondent filed 
a Reply. 
Subsequently , Counsel In it Kcspondenl hl< d .1 (Motion lor IVnnisston to 
Withdraw. The Court granted that motion on December 1,2, 2005. Counsel for Petitioner 
was then directed to prepare final pleadings and submit them to the court am. "... .ae 
partus - j - - j • .*ii;c ioi tiling Objections and 
Responses, ami ^chu'-ik-d a he-ai :?it» on my such 1 Ejections for January v, 2006. Having 
conducted said, hearing and good cai ise appeal iiig, and the pai ties ha\ ingprevioi i.sl.3 rbeei 1 
divorced by a bifurcated Decree, and the ('curt having entered its Supplemental Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law, now therefore: 
I'EREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as 
follows: 
• L. . I In. IHIIIIH alrd divnv rnlrivd in Stjiiiinin 1 M)()\ shall remain in null torce 
and effect. 
• 2. - Based, upon the expressed personal preferences and. desires <• . ;; nicy, 
Petitioi ier is aw arded her sole care, custody and control. Any parent-time bctweui the 
2 
Respondent and Brittney shall be at the child's request, or pursuant to recommendations 
by her counselor. 
3. The parties are awarded the joint legal custody of the two younger minor 
children, Brooklynn and Brylee. The Petitioner is awarded the sole physical custody of 
said children, and Petitioner's home shall be the primary residence of the children. 
4. Respondent is awarded reasonable and liberal parent-time with the two 
younger minor children. Respondent shall exercise parent-time with these two children in 
substantially the same manner in which he has exercised parent-time during the pendency 
of this action. Based upon the recommendation of the Guardian ad litem, Brooklynn and 
Brylee shall have frequent and meaningful contact with the Respondent. 
5. If the parties are unable to implement a reasonable plan for parent time, 
they shall participate in mediation to resolved parent-time issues. If the parties are unable 
to resolve issues of parent-time through mediation, the parties or the Guardian ad litem 
are permitted to request a review of the issues, including an evidentiary hearing with the 
assigned judge, without the necessity of the showing of a substantial and material change 
in circumstances. Based on the recommendation of the guardian ad litem, no special 
master or parent-time coordinator is appointed at this time. 
6. Brittney shall continue to participate in therapy to determine the best 
parent-time arrangement she should have in the future with the Respondent, and to 
attempt to address issues between Brittney and her father. Her therapy records shall 
3 
remain confidential from the parents. The two younger children of the parties, Brooklynn 
and Brylee, shall pursue therapy to assist them in addressing the issues that have arisen 
during these proceedings. Therapy shall continue until no longer deemed necessary by 
the therapists. 
7. Each parent shall have unrestricted and direct access to the religious, 
educational and medical records of the two youngest minor children of the parties, 
Brooklynn and Brylee. Further, both parties shall be entitled to speak directly with all 
health care professionals regarding the children, and participate in counseling, all at the 
professional's discretion. 
8. Respondent shall not have access to the school, counseling or medical 
records for Brittney. The access of either parent to counseling or psychotherapy records 
for the two younger children shall be dependent on the decision of the respective health 
care providers or counselors. 
9. Each party is restrained and enjoined from saying anything degrading or 
disparaging about the other parent or to the other parent in the presence of the children. 
Further, the parties shall remove the children from any situation where any third party is 
disparaging one of the parents. Both parties shall encourage the children to have a 
positive and loving relationship with the other parent. 
10. The advisory guidelines found at Utah Code Annotated 30-3-33 are 
adopted by this court. Respondent is the non-custodial parent for purposes of the 
4 
advisory guidelines. 
a. visitation schedules mutually agreed upon by both parents are 
preferable to a court-imposed solution; 
b. the visitation schedule shall be utilized to maximize the continuity and 
stability of the children's lives; 
c. special consideration shall be given to each parent to make the children 
available to attend family functions including funerals, weddings, 
family reunions, religious holidays, important ceremonies, and other 
significant events in the lives of the children or in the life of either 
parent which may inadvertently conflict with the visitation schedule; 
d. the Respondent shall pick up the children at the times specified and 
return them at the times specified, and each child's regular school 
hours shall not be interrupted; 
e. the Petitioner shall have the children ready for visitation at the time 
they are to be picked up and shall be present at the Petitioner's home 
or shall make reasonable alternate arrangements to receive the children 
at the time they are returned; 
f. the court may make alterations in the visitation schedule to reasonably 
accommodate the work schedule of both parents and may increase the 
visitation allowed to the Respondent but shall not diminish the 
5 
standardized visitation provided in Section 30-3-35; 
g. the court may make alterations in the visitation schedule to reasonably 
accommodate the distance between the parties and the expense of 
exercising visitation; 
h. neither visitation nor child support is to be withheld due to either 
parent's failure to comply with court orders; 
i. the Petitioner shall notify the Respondent within 24 hours of receiving 
notice of all significant school, social, sports, religious and community 
functions in which the children are participating or being honored, and 
the Respondent shall be entitled to attend and participate fully; 
j . the Respondent shall have access directly to all school reports 
including preschool and daycare reports and medical and dental 
records for the two younger children. Both parties shall notify the 
other parent immediately in the event of a medical emergency, 
k. each parent shall provide the other with their current residence address 
and telephone number within 24 hours of any change; 
1. each parent shall permit and encourage liberal telephone contact during 
reasonable hours and uncensored mail privileges with the children; 
m. parental care shall be presumed to be better care for the children than 
surrogate care and the court shall encourage the parties to cooperate in 
6 
allowing the Respondent, if willing and able, to provide child care; 
n. each parent shall provide all surrogate care providers with the name, 
current address, and telephone number of the other parent and 
Petitioner shall provide the Respondent with the name, current address, 
and telephone number of all surrogate care providers; and 
o. each parent shall be entitled to an equal division of major religious 
holidays celebrated by the parents, and the parent who celebrates a 
religious holiday that the other parent does not celebrate shall have the 
right to be together with the children on the religious holiday. 
11. In the event that either party decides to move outside the state of Utah, or 
150 miles or more from Salt Lake City, that parent shall provide if possible 60 days 
advance written notice of the intended relocation. If Petitioner moves, she shall provide 
Respondent with additional parent-time with the children prior to her move. 
12. Respondent has agreed that the Petitioner may move with the children to a 
location such that the schedule of parent-time exercised during this action is not 
workable. In that event, the Respondent's parent-time with the children shall be, at a 
minimum, as follows: 
a. One-half the two younger children's off track time, vacation or holiday 
release time from school; 
b. Other times when the Petitioner elects to bring the children to the state 
7 
of Utah (or to the Respondent's state of residence, if it is other than the 
state of Utah) provided that Respondent's parent time shall not 
interfere with scheduled activities. Petitioner shall notify the 
Respondent in advance of all such times; 
c. When the Respondent is in the state of residence of the minor children, 
upon his giving reasonable notice to Petitioner, provided that 
Respondent's parent time shall not interfere with school or scheduled 
activities of the children; and 
d. Reasonable e-mail and telephone contact. 
13. Petitioner is responsible for transportation costs for the minor children for 
two visits each calendar year. The parties shall equally divide the transportation costs for 
parent time for an additional two periods of parent time each year, corresponding to the 
number of off-track times during the school year. The parties will cooperate in arranging 
transportation to minimize travel costs. Any party incurring expenses that should be 
divided between the parties shall document the expenses, and the other party shall 
reimburse within 30 days or receipt of such documentation. 
14. If Respondent is not current in the payment of child support or medical 
expenses for the children, he shall bear all transportation expenses and receive a credit for 
Petitioner's portion of said costs against the amounts owing to Petitioner. 
15. The parties shall communicate initially via electronic mail, up to twice 
8 
each week, regarding any issues they have about the children or Respondent's exercise of 
parent-time. Each party shall be required to respond to the other parent within 48 hours 
of an initial e-mail request. The parties shall be restrained and enjoined from using the 
children as messengers regarding the children's activities, parent-time issues, or financial 
matters as between the parties. 
16. Each party shall notify the other immediately of any change in his or her 
place of employment, including providing the name, address and telephone number of 
any new employer. The parties shall also verify income to the other party on an annual 
basis or whenever a substantial change in income occurs. 
17. Neither party shall sign the children up for extracurricular activities that 
would interfere with the other parent's time with the children, without prior notice to the 
other parent and the written agreement by both parties that the children shall participate in 
such activities. 
18. Respondent shall pay child support to Petitioner in the sum of $600.00 per 
month, commencing effective August 1, 2005, and continuing, as to all three children, 
until the oldest child has attained the age of 18 years or graduated from high school in due 
course, whichever event occurs later, at which time support should be awarded for two 
children. The amount of child support for the minor children is substantially in 
conformity with the Utah Uniform Child Support Guidelines. 
19. Respondent shall receive a reduction of 50% of his pro rata child support 
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obligation whenever any of the children spend 25 of 30 consecutive days with the 
Respondent. Respondent shall receive a reduction of 25% of his pro rata child support 
obligation whenever any of the children spend 12 of 30 consecutive days with 
Respondent. 
20. Both parties to this action are able-bodied and employable, and neither is 
awarded any alimony from the other. Each has waived any claim of alimony from the 
other. The Respondent's temporary alimony obligation to the Petitioner shall terminate 
effective August 1, 2005. 
21. Income withholding relief is authorized and Respondent is responsible for 
any administrative costs of income withholding. 
22. In consideration of the totality of the settlement reached between the 
parties, and based on compliance with the terms and provisions of said settlement, the 
Petitioner has released all judgments previously entered against Respondent for child 
support, childcare, attorney's fees etc. in this matter or in the past proceedings for 
protective orders. Petitioner has released all claims against Respondent for unpaid 
daycare expenses, attorney's fees beyond what are set forth herein, court costs, interest, 
and other sums in the nature of child support and/or for unpaid alimony, and/or for other 
purposes through July 2005, Accordingly, all such previous judgments in this action are 
deemed paid and satisfied in full. 
23. Respondent has released all claims against Petitioner, arising through July 
10 
2005, in this matter or in the past proceedings for protective orders. 
24. All claims which each of these parties may have against the other, through 
July 2005, arising out of the temporary orders in this action, arising from claims made in 
the pleadings, and arising from the parties' respective contempt claims herein, are waived 
and released. As of August 1, 2005, neither party is indebted to the other for any 
arrearages or obligations arising out of the temporary orders herein or for any alleged 
violations of the temporary orders in this proceeding. 
25. During the course of their marriage, the parties have acquired an interest in 
certain personal property, which is distributed as follows: 
a. Respondent is awarded his own personal clothing and effects, all 
items of personal property in his possession as of August 3, 2005, and the 
following items in the Petitioner's possession on August 3, 2005: 
i. The Henkle knife set and knife block; 
ii. Proscan big screen television; 
iii. everything in Petitioner's residence which came from the estate of 
the Respondent's father, including but not limited to all the tools 
from his father; 
iv. rocking chair received as a gift from Respondent's mother; 
v. crystal goblets; 
vi. clothes dryer; 
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vii. utility trailer; 
viii. Christmas dishes; 
ix. lawn mower; 
x. weed eater (Petitioner represents that she does not have a weed 
eater); 
xi. refrigerator; 
xii. asparagus cooker; 
xiii. framed picture of the temple 
26. The parties shall equally divide all of the family photographs and videos. 
Either party may pay for copies of any photographs or videos divided to the other party or 
in their possession. 
27. The Petitioner is awarded all remaining items of household furnishings 
and fixtures, her own personal clothing and effects, and the clothing, furniture and 
personal effects of the minor children, for their benefit. 
28. Respondent shall take possession of all of the foregoing items of personal 
property, with the exception of the big screen television, the lawn mower, the refrigerator 
and the clothes dryer, on August 12th or August 13, 2005. The four remaining items shall 
be transferred to Respondent upon sale of the Melony Drive residence. 
29. If any dispute arises about distribution of the foregoing personal property, 
there may be an evidentiary hearing on the same directly before the judge. 
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30. Each party is awarded the motor vehicles currently in his or her possession 
subject to any indebtedness thereon. 
31. During the course of the parties' marriage, Petitioner acquired an interest 
in a retirement plan through her employment, which is awarded to Petitioner as her sole 
and separate property, free and clear of any interest of the Respondent. 
32. During the course of the marriage, the Respondent acquired an interest in a 
certain retirement plan or plans, including but not limited to a retirement plan and stock 
purchase plan through his former employer, Qwest. The Respondent is awarded all right, 
title and interest in his retirement plans, or the proceeds from the dissolution thereof, free 
and clear of any interest of the Petitioner. 
33. The parties shall alternate claiming the minor children of the parties as 
dependents for federal and state income tax purposes. Petitioner shall claim Brittney 
every year and Respondent shall claim Brylee each year while all three children can be 
claimed as dependents, beginning in tax year 2005. In addition, Respondent shall claim 
Brooklynn as a dependency exemption in 2005 and in odd numbered years thereafter until 
Petitioner no longer claims Brittney as an exemption. Petitioner shall claim Brooklynn as 
a dependency exemption beginning in tax year 2006 and in even numbered years 
thereafter until Petitioner can no longer claim Brittney as an exemption. 
34. When there are only two exemptions, Petitioner shall claim Brooklynn and 
Respondent shall claim Brylee until such time as only one child can be claimed as a tax 
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dependent. Thereafter, the parties shall rotate claiming the remaining child as a tax 
dependent, with the Petitioner claiming the child in the first such year. 
35. Irrespective of the foregoing paragraphs regarding dependency exemptions 
for tax purposes, the Respondent's rights to claim any of the children as dependents for 
federal or state income taxation shall be contingent upon his being current in his total 
child support obligation to the Petitioner at the conclusion of any tax year for which the 
minor children are to be so claimed. Respondent is current in his total child support 
obligations to Petitioner, in full, as of August 1, 2005. 
36. During the course of the marriage, the parties have acquired an interest in 
certain real property commonly known as the Melony Drive property, the Promenade 
Drive property, and the Pintail Court condominium. This constitutes all the marital real 
estate of the parties. Any other real estate of which Respondent is a remainderman is his 
separate inherited real property and not the subject of this action. Any other real estate in 
which Petitioner has an interest is her separate property and not subject of this action. 
37. The Melony Drive property is the former marital residence of the parties 
and the residence of the Petitioner and the parties' minor children. The Promenade Drive 
property is a town home located in Salt Lake County, State of Utah. The Pintail Court 
property is a condominium also located in Salt Lake County, State of Utah. Petitioner 
shall be awarded the use of the Melony Drive property pending its sale or until Petitioner 
moves. As between the parties, Respondent shall be awarded the use of the Promenade 
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Drive property and the Pintail Court condominium pending their sale. Respondent has 
conveyed his interest in all three parcels of real property to his mother, Annabelle Stone. 
38. All three properties shall be placed for sale forthwith by a duly qualified 
real estate agent mutually acceptable to both parties, pursuant to a multiple listing 
contract. Further, the parties shall use their best efforts to sell all three of these properties 
as soon as is commercially feasible, at a commercially reasonable sales price. All 
prospective buyers must place at least $750.00 as an earnest money for the proposed 
purchase of any property. Upon the sale of the first of any of the properties, the first 
$35,000.00 of sale proceeds, net of obligations for mortgages, property taxes, and the 
reasonable costs of sale including a reasonable real estate sales commission, shall be 
given to the Petitioner for payment to her attorney, Brent R. Chipman of Fabian & 
Clendenin, P.C. The next $5,000.00 of sale proceeds, net of obligations for mortgages, 
property taxes, and the reasonable costs of sale including a reasonable real estate sales 
commission, shall be given to the Respondent. All remaining proceeds from the sales of 
these properties shall be held in escrow with an independent escrow agent, in an interest 
bearing account, pending the outcome of the separate litigation between Annabelle Stone 
(the mother of the Respondent) and these parties in Civil No. 030915213, to determine 
the entitlement to the sales proceeds. 
39. Notwithstanding the foregoing regarding the sale of the properties, in the 
event that a bona fide purchaser for fair market value should present an earnest money for 
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purchase of any of these properties, then both parties, and Mrs. Annabelle Stone, shall 
have a first right of refusal to purchase any of the properties, by payment, into escrow, of 
the net sum that would have been received upon sale of the property pursuant to the 
proposed earnest money offer from the bona fide purchaser, and pursuant to the existing 
real estate listing contract. 
40. Nothing in the orders of this court can bind or should be interpreted to 
bind Annabelle Stone in her legal claims on property interests. 
41. Respondent shall forthwith release all liens he has filed against the Melony 
Drive property and shall document such releases to the Petitioner, through counsel. 
42. Based upon the totality of the foregoing disposition of the parties' assets 
and the settlement of claims, each party shall assume and pay their own attorney's fees 
and costs incurred in this proceeding. Further, the Guardian ad litem has waived any 
claim of attorney's fees from these parties. 
43. In the event that there are no further problems or issues raised regarding 
parent-time, the Office of the Guardian ad Litem is permitted to withdraw automatically 
in this case six months from the date of entry of the supplemental decree of divorce 
herein. 
44. Each party should continue to pay his or her own costs of childcare 
without contribution from the other party for so long as the children reside in the Salt 
Lake area. The issue of childcare can be revisited if the Petitioner or Respondent moves 
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from the Salt Lake area. 
45. The Petitioner shall maintain health and accident insurance coverage for 
the benefit of the children of the parties during their minority, as it is available to her 
through her employment at reasonable cost. The Respondent shall pay one-half of the 
minor children's pro rata portion of the health insurance premium for such health 
insurance, actually incurred by petitioner, as additional child support beginning August 1, 
2005. The parties shall equally divide any medical, dental, optical or counseling expenses 
incurred for the benefit of the children not covered by Petitioner's policy of health 
insurance, or by other third party reimbursement, and each shall hold the other harmless 
on one-half of any such obligations. The entitlement of either party to claim payment 
from the other for non-reimbursed health care expenses is subject documenting said 
expenses as required in Sec. 78-45-7.15, Utah Code Annotated. 
46. In the event that the Respondent obtains health and accident insurance 
coverage for the benefit of the children through future employment, the Petitioner's 
insurance will be deemed the primary insurance coverage for the minor children. 
47. Each party shall execute and deliver all necessary documents to transfer 
the title and ownership of the property of the parties or to effectuate the terms and 
provisions of the Supplemental Decree to be entered herein. 
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48. Neither party shall discuss the results of the settlement agreement with the 
minor children. The minor children shall be brought to the office of the guardian ad litem 
on August 4, 2005 so that she can talk to the children. 
49. Any problems incurred in carrying out the terms of the Supplemental 
Decree, based on the ownership interest of Mrs. Annabelle Stone in the real property 
described herein, shall not affect the settlement provisions regarding custody and parent 
time. 
DATED this day of 2006. 
BY THE COURT: 
Tyrone E. Medley 
Third District Court Judge 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
Todd L. Stone 
Respondent 
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APPROVED: 
Sharon Kishner 
Office of Guardian ad Litem 
Attorneys for Minor Children 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that a duplicate original of the foregoing Supplemental Judgment 
in 
and Decree of Divorce was hand delivered on the S> day of January 2006 to Todd L. 
Stone, 3747 Hillside Lane, Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 and to Sharon Kishner, Office of 
Guardian ad Litem, Attorneys for minor children, 450 South State Street, 2nd Floor, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 84111, pursuant to the Order of the Court and under the provisions of 
Rule 7 (f) (2) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure. 
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3RD DISTRICT COURT - SALT LAKE COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JOANNE L STONE, 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
TODD L STONE, 
Respondent, 
MINUTES 
LAW AND MOTION 
Case No: 014903655 DA 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Date: September 12, 2003 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
Audio 
Tape Number: 10-03 Tape Count: 9:05-9:23 
HEARING 
This matter is before the court for a hearing regarding the 
respondent's motion to bifurcate premarital property. 
After hearing argument, COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
1. For reasons stated on the record, the respondent's motion to 
bifurcate real estate is denied; 
2. With respect to petitioner's request for attorney's fees. The 
Commissioner finds this motion is entirely without merit and would 
not be granted under any circumstances. Therefore, petitioner is 
awarded part of her attorney's fees in the amount of 
$250.00 with the remaining amount to be reserved as a trial issue; 
Page 1 (last) 
3RD DISTRICT COURT - SALT LAKE COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JOANNE L STONE, 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
TODD L STONE, 
Respondent. 
• NOTICE OF 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
Case No: 014903655 DA 
Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
Date: September 17,2003 
ORAL ARGUMENT is scheduled. 
Date: 10/27/2003 
Time: 02:00 p.m. 
Location: Fourth Floor - W48 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
4 50 SOUTH STATE 
SLC, UT 84114-1860 
Before Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
Please take notice the following Objections are set for Oral 
Argument for 1 hour. 
1. Objection to Granting of Bifurcated Divorce Decree filed July 
25, 2003. 
2. Objection to denial of Respondents Motion to Bifurcate Pre 
marital Property. 
Dated this H day of ttfojr 2 0^^-T 
TYRONE E MI 
rfly^rint rnnr STAMP USED OFJUDGE 
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ADDENDUM "2 
Tab 2 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to stay court action 
& Affidavit 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
Several actions or rulings of the court cause for concern lack of due process, and bias treatment of the 
Respondent, and consequently are issues of concern for the minor children and the Respondent. 
Because of the vague notice and lack of opportunity to prepare for hearing, and failure of the court to 
provide adequate notice to the parties concerned, Respondent motions the court to order the return of the 
minor children to their former residence in Utah, and to allow the children to obtain their desired and 
proper counsel to represent their needs and interests, and desires to the court. The Respondent motions 
further stay of all further court action until such time as complete and proper interlocutory appeals are 
completed, and resolution of other related matters in other pending litigation involving outside parties be 
resolved, and the enjoined issues are also heard and resolved, and corrections to inappropriate evidence 
are made. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Maiy Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite # 1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah — Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to dismiss, set aside Hearing, 
Report, Judgement, Etc. & Affidavit 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent gives Attests to, and Motions the Court the following: 
Respondent motions the court to dismiss the Judgement or Hearing of August 3, 2005, and subsequent 
Order because of the agreement the court presumes exists between the parties is invalid, void, and was 
obtained by elements of fraud, deceit, and misrepresentations, and the Petitioner's failure to disclose the 
facts to the court, and the fraudulent actions of both the Petitioner and the Guardian ad litem. 
The Petitioner has failed to disclose all material and all pertinent facts related to aspects of the proposed 
agreement, and misrepresented other facts as to what the Petitioner agreed to do later. The Petitioner has 
also made misrepresentations to others thus influencing the Respondent, and other third parties in the 
presentation, or lack of presentation of the facts to the court. The Petitioner attempted to have the facts 
suppressed, or not properly dealt with, and failed to disclose other facts to contributing third parties. The 
Petitioner has acted in such a manner as to deceive, defraud, and presented false and fictitious 
information. 
The Petitioner again further defrauded and misrepresented to the court and to the Respondent the 
Petitioner's intent to move the children to California. This paperwork is still before the court, and still 
remains unheard by the court, and has not been signed by the court. Such false argument and misleading 
of the court by the Petitioner to so influence the court or misguide the court to think the Petitioner is 
angelic, is completely despicable and unethical conduct of the petitioner, and or petitioner's counsel if the 
Petitioner herself was not aware of it. In paperwork submitted to the court by the Petitioner in objection 
to the Respondent's Order prepared for the August 3, 2005 court appearance, the Petitioner's counsel 
represented to the court that 60 days notice would be provided to the Respondent according to the state 
relocation statute. Such inference by the Petitioner represents that additional notice vacation time, travel 
expenses, and other requirements of the same statute stated in the same statute would also be complied 
with by the Petitioner. 
With this fact alone, the Petitioner attempted to reassure the Respondent, and the court, that the 
Petitioner would give proper advance notice of a proposed move, such that the court could then have the 
time to hold hearing on such a proposed move was or was not in the best interests of the children, as 
previously represented by the Commissioner Casey, the Guardian, and also the Custody Evaluator in the 
4-903 conference as well as had been indicated and represented by the children's counselors, and the 
children's own desires and needs. 
The court in U.S. Court of Appeals for the tenth Circuit case # 95-4198, the Respondent appreciates 
what the court states, in that Respondent understands and quotes what the same court stated "the court 
generally disfavors the citation of orders and judgments; nevertheless, an order and judgement may be 
cited under the terms and conditions of 10th Cir. R. 36.3.". This court found the decree issued for the 
parties in that case, was to be reversed and remanded because of the long standing fraud or 
misrepresentation of the parties, not specific to the decree, but to the longstanding period of duration of 
the parties eleven year marriage, and an oral intentional misrepresentation of facts throughout the parties 
marriage thus causing the Father to act and behave in such a way as to rely on the credibility of the wife's 
inferences, and misrepresented facts that were supported by the wife's failure to disclose the truth, was 
fraud, and deceit, and thus supported reversal of the parties decree. The court found that the wife had 
deceived the husband by the false representations she made to him. The court also found that the Father 
acted in such a way due to his reliance on the representations made to him through the parties marriage. 
Additionally, the court found that the wife misrepresented the facts to the husband. Therefore, the wife 
both deceived the husband, and misrepresented the facts. The intentional infliction of either of those 
elements is fraud on the party by the other party, and thus because of such fraud throughout the marriage, 
the decree was allowed to be reversed and remanded. 
Additionally, the court found that the lower court in it's reconsideration of the elements of fraud in this 
case, should also consider the wife's false representations she made in her sworn deposition, in it's further 
evaluation of the fraud committed by the wife. Additionally, this court also requested the review of 
counsel's testimony given at time of trial that was not objected to at that time, but should not have been 
admitted in consideration of the decree order. 
In this case currently before consideration, the Respondent has attempted to inform the court of the 
longstanding misrepresentations of the Petitioner during the period of the parties marriage, and the false 
testimony or inferences made to the court, and the false statements the Petitioner made in her sworn 
deposition. Respondent has attempted to show the court and the Custody Evaluator, and children's 
counselors these false statements, misrepresentations, and intentional deceit of the Petitioner. When such 
information was presented to the Custody Evaluator, out of apathy toward the Respondent, the Custody 
Evaluator failed to find a lack of moral character of the Petitioner, and thus rebuked Respondent for 
bringing such issues to light, and thus negatively reported about the Respondent. When such 
misrepresentations and twisting of the facts were presented to the court, the court met such information 
with hostility toward the Respondent, and have thus refused to address the issues presented. 
Throughout the parties marriage, right up until the Petitioner filed for divorce, the Petitioner represented 
to the Respondent and to many others through word and actions, that the pre-marital condo property the 
Respondent brought into the marriage was still the Respondent's and his Fathers. The Respondent relied 
on those fraudulent misrepresentations and intention of the Petitioner to deceive the Respondent, and 
thus the Respondent acted, or failed to act in such a way as to further protect the condo asset or funds. 
Thus the Petitioner inflicted elements of fraud on the Respondent, his Father, and now his Mother, the 
uninvolved third party the court attempted to enjoin in this divorce action, thus justifying until the court 
rules on such asset ownership, and misrepresentations of the Petitioner, the court is not in a position to 
properly rule on the divorce decree, or have it binding to allow the Petitioner ill gotten gain or to be 
unjustly enriched. 
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The same Tenth Circuit Court in the case noted above, also found that even though there was no formal 
agreement, directing the parties actions, the parties actions through the course of the marriage proved, 
and supported the verbal agreement to so act through the course of the marriage in such a manner that 
the parties intent for the use of the parties assets to be used in accordance with the misrepresentations 
rather than the facts later revealed. Therefore, the Petitioner's claim for the condo property is still thus to 
be the premarital property of the Respondent. The Respondent has been injured through the course of 
the divorce court's rulings, and Petitioners inappropriate control, thus the Petitioner was improperly 
rewarded, or unjustly exerted influence in this case, and the Respondent was thus suffered injury financial 
emotional, and otherwise. 
For these reasons mentioned, and others to follow, Respondent moves the court to dismiss the Custody 
Evaluation & subsequent report for fraudulent misrepresentations and undue influence or control of the 
Custody Evaluator. 
The Respondent motions the court to dismiss the decree stemming from the August 3, 2005 court 
"agreement 
The Respondent motions the court to order the Petitioner to pay the full cost of a complete Custody 
Evaluation and report from the Petitioner's own personal funds, since the actions and misrepresentations 
of the Petitioner served to unfairly influence the prior Custody Evaluator and Evaluation, and also to 
order Petitioner to repay Respondent funds he was required to pay from his personal funds for the prior 
inappropriately obtained and influenced Evaluation, along with the joint funds the Petitioner used, and 
Income Tax Refund that the Petitioner failed to use for the Custody Evaluation and report that was 
previously ordered. 
Since the court previously based the August 3, 2005 court "agreement" that Petitioner fraudulently 
obtained, and the fraudulently obtained Custody Evaluation report, to issue the ruling allowing the minor 
children to be moved out of state be dismissed, and therefore, the Respondent motions the court to 
reverse such October 6, 2005 ruling and require the minor children's residence be maintained with the 
Respondent as the court had previously ordered in September 2004, and again affirmed in October 2004. 
(see attached Order). 
Another reason the "agreement" order of August 3, 2005 should be dismissed, is because the court 
allowed the Petitioner to lump the condo property into the marital joint property divided among the 
parties, yet the court had not ruled the condo property was actually joint marital property to thus 
distribute, the court was only so directed by the fraudulent misrepresentations of the Petitioner, not a 
hearing of the facts or evidence, as is necessitated to in order to avoid ambiguity, confusion or 
furtherance of fraud of the Petitioner. 
The guardian ad litem has a fiduciary duty to represent the needs and interests of each of the minor 
children independently of the desires or needs of other minor children involved in this matter. 
The court has failed to appoint non-competing counsel to represent the children, when in fact the children 
are subject to hostility, and competing desires of the three minor children. The guardian ad litem has 
failed to represent individually the needs and concerns, and interests of the competing, threatening, and 
hostile children. The Guardian ad litem has failed to fulfil the fiduciary duty it hods for the children. 
Because of the fraudulent misleading, ill gotten consideration or benefits of third parties, and 
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deceptive practices of the Petitioner and Guardian ad litem, the Respondent was inappropriately induced 
into an agreement that lacks validity, jurisdiction and enforceability. Much of the influence and 
information afforded such inducement to the agreement was not found out until a later time, or at a time 
when the court refused to hear, or consider such facts or considerations, and had exhibited a strong 
disdain for the Respondent, and a failure to allow proper due process, or other rights of the Respondent, 
thus further prejudicing this court action against the Respondent. As supported in the Utah Court of 
Appeals case # 20020546-CA and reported "generally silence .. .in the absence of a duty to 
speak.. .however, an exception to the general rule exists where the circumstances impose on a person a 
duty to speak and he or she deliberately remains silent" constitutes fraud. Such silence or actions of the 
Guardian as described below supports the fraudulent actions of both the Petitioner and Guardian. 
The same Court of appeals case supports the rights of the children are also assignable to be pursued by 
the Respondent against the Petitioner and Guardian. 
In support of dismissing this "agreement" judgement from the August 3, 2005 hearing, Mayer v. Rankin 
63 P.2d 611, presents that Petitioner "devised a scheme to defraud .. .by selling (an asset)... at false and 
fictitious values". Additionally, the court is not to support, or be party to illegal or misleading behavior 
or Orders. Additionally, Mayer represents, that Supreme court reversed the trial court's dismissal a claim 
of fraud as reason to void judgement. This case is similar such that the August 3, 2005 judgement 
"Agreement" should be dismissed, thus preventing the error of it to advance to the higher court just to be 
reversed or remanded back. 
The same holds for this case, as was held by the court in the Utah Supreme Court case # 948, "when 
(Petitioner) plaintiff by false representations and concealment, prevents material facts that are favorable to 
the Respondent from being presented to the court (or third parties) ... and obtain a decree prejudicial to 
the defendant to be entered against him, a court of equity will set aside". (Parenthesis added). When the 
Petitioner inaccurately or fraudulently obtained or represented to the Custody Evaluator, and to the 
court, thus to get a favorable consideration, thus should be set aside. The same court found that "when 
the plan resulted in deceiving the court, and in the fraudulent decree, .. .the (respondent's) right for action 
arose". In this case, the court found that the person's "false representations, his concealment, and his 
false testimony resulted in preventing the other party their right. This case also had a guardian appointed 
to protect the interests of one of the parties. The court found that the Guardian also was negligent in 
protecting the rights of the party, because of their malfeasance caused the party to suffer violation of their 
rights and financial or factual injury. The court found that the party was deserving of proper presentation 
of the facts to the court. The court was not told all of the facts, and thus voids the decree that was 
issued. In quoting the courts findings, "the court was imposed upon, and misled by .. .false testimony". 
The court goes on to find the decree would not have been granted if the truth had been stated or 
presented to the court properly. The court further found that the child's "case was not presented to the 
court. It was decreed away by means of deceit, false statements, and perjury. Equity abhors all such 
nefarious and detestable means to mislead and deceive courts of justice, and deprive persons of their 
rights, especially when the victim is (without capacity to present their own issues) 
If the issues presented in this case had been fairly tried, they could not be retried; that was not the case in 
these matters, thus dismissing the judgement of the August 3, 2005 hearing is in accordance with statute 
and policy and equity. Additionally, the fraudulent devices of the Petitioner prevented the formation of 
any issue for trial, and the Petitioner was effectual in suppressing the truth. Additionally, the decree, and 
the alleged malfeasance of the Guardian cannot be permitted to stand. 
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Since the law is to be strictly followed, and any requirements of the law is omitted, then the decree will be 
fatally defective. 
In court, equity of the judgement if it is unjust and is used against the Respondent, no matter what it 
contains should be dismissed by the court. 
In the case Masiy v. Gisborn 54 P. 121, the judgement decree were reversed because of the fraudulent 
actions and testimony to the court and other third parties, and because of the concealment of material 
facts and having misled the court. 
Historically, the Utah Supreme Court has found (specifically case # 3094) that Petitioner should not have 
relief of the court since Petitioner did not come into court with clean hands, and therefore, judgement 
against Respondent should be dismissed. Additionally, the court has found that a promise to do an act in 
the future if made in bad faith constitutes fraud and is beyond controversy. Additionally, the court seems 
to establish that a promise made without intention to perform supports an action of fraud and deceit. 
Under Quinn v. Roath 37 Conn. 16, supports that a court of equity is a court of conscience, and any one 
the aid of such court should come into the court with clean hands. 
The Utah Supreme Court has found that dismissal of a judgment is warranted if such judgement will be 
inequitable under the circumstances it was issued. 
Ongoing and historical misrepresentations of one party over a long period of time also justify the court 
reversing prior court rulings as found by the court in Hpacke v. Glenn 814 P.2d 1157. Throughout the 
long protracted proceedings the Petitioner has misrepresented facts to the Guardian, the Custody 
Evaluator, the children's counselors, the Respondent, and to the court. 
The judgement of the August 3, 2005 court appearance should also be dismissed as supported in the Utah 
Supreme Court case # 16342 where the court found the original findings of the court and decree were 
erroneous that was based on an agreement of the parties that was misrepresented, and based on elements 
of fraud and misrepresentations and misconduct, in relation to the divorce action, and that one party was 
induced to agree to the agreement under duress. Additionally, the court ordered all property and cash to 
be restored as they were previously represented. Prior to the Order being signed, a party was apprised of 
disposition of some of the property that such restoration of property or cash was impossible, thus the 
order was dismissed by the court since compliance with such was impossible. The Respondent finds that 
the parties can not possibly legally comply with the Order of the court from the August 3, 2005 hearing 
without further court action or acting illegally, or the Order is void. 
The Court also found that "the evidence in this case indicates that the ... settlement may be inequitable 
and an affront to our judicial system because of the possibility of fraud on the Plaintiff (Respondent) and 
the court" "... and by avoiding compliance with court order(s)". "... noncompliance with the discovery 
procedure and other tactics designed to prevent full disclosure... is a perversion of the judicial process 
and will not be overlooked solely on the grounds that the plaintiff is perhaps guilty of some degree of 
fault". The court also found " A trial court, in the highly equitable matter of making a fair division of 
property in the context of a dispute that is often highly acrimonious and bitter, must take care that evasive 
stratagems not stand in the way of a just resolution. The determination of what are subject to the divorce 
proceeding may not be based on gamesmanship calculated to obfuscate the facts; the judicial system is 
not to be manipulated in divorce proceedings by one who in a small measure delinquent in not 
discovering the fraud prior to the entry of a final decree". 
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The court also ruled that in deciding on the two sides of dismissing a judgement or upholding it, the court 
is to be inclined toward granting relief (dismissal) in a doubtful case to the end that the party(s) may have 
a hearing". There was not a hearing on the Best Interests of the children, and the minor children are also 
a party seeking relief and their issues to be properly heard by the court. 
Additionally, the Court in Warren v. Dixon Ranch Co. 123 Utah 416 260 P.2d 741, that the vacation of a 
judgement is a creature of equity designed to relieve against harshness of enforcing a judgement, which 
may occur through procedural difficulties, the wrongs of the opposing party, or misfortunes which 
prevent the presentation of a claim or defense... An equity court... may exercise wide judicial discretion 
in weighing the factors of fairness and public convenience...". Additionally, the court points out that 
there is a court rule which would permit the re-opening of cases previously decided because of error or 
ignorance during the process... would in large measure vitiate the effects... and create a 
hardship...causing him to prosecute his action(s)" later... "the court is anxious to protect the losing party 
who has not had the opportunity to present his claim or defense". 
In this case, the Respondent relied on the representations of the fraudulently obtained Custody Evaluation 
report, and the misrepresentations or actions to conceal facts by the Petitioner, Guardian, Therapists, and 
counsel in agreeing to any proposed settlement, and the truth related to the children was not allowed to 
be presented or considered by the court or by the Respondent or other third parties. 
The actions of the Petitioner prevented Respondent, counselors, and the Custody Evaluator from gaining 
full and accurate knowledge of the facts 
Regarding the dismissal of this judgement, in Haner v. Haner 373 P.2d 577 the court stated "that relief 
should be granted .. .when it appears that the processes of justice have been so completely thwarted as to 
persuade the court that in fairness and good conscience the judgement should not be permitted to 
stand..." The court continued with ".. .relief would be justified where the alleged fraud was extrinsic, or 
based on conduct or activities outside of the court proceedings, Rule 60(B)(3) expressly provides that a 
party may be relieved from final judgement in cases of fraud (whether heretofore denominated intrinsic or 
extrinsic), misrepresentation, or other misconduct of an adverse party...". 
Additionally, quoting Boyce, "A liberal standard application of Rule 60(b) in divorce cases is justified by 
the doctrine of the continuing jurisdiction that a divorce court has over its decrees. Clearly, a court 
should modify a prior decree when the interests of equity and fair dealing with the court and the opposing 
party so require". 
If the Petitioner's actions perpetrated injustice, the court found that "accordingly, we are compelled to 
the conclusion that the trial judge abused(s) his discretion in not allowing ..." (hearing and or dismissal). 
Additionally, the court found in regards to property rights of owners uninvolved third parties owning 
disputed related property without proper notice, and notice would not be found to be effective where 
third party rights have arisen subsequent to the execution of quitclaim deeds ...if the third party had no 
actual notice". 
The Order from the August 3, 2005 hearing should also be dismissed because the way the court required 
the third party to be a party of the agreement, and in essence required her involvement or participation 
without her counsel. This was also supported as grounds the court found in Herzog v. Bramel 23 P.2d 
345 to dismiss a Order or agreement, and also found such party was also induced to agree to a fraudulent 
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agreement that the parties agreed to prior to the court signing the Order, and entry of decree. The court 
also found that since the agreement to be fraud because it was induced upon the party without the 
consent or knowledge of counsel, and the agreement had no legal effect. 
Additionally, the same court found that until the court determined the other previous dealings of the 
parties to be valid and without fraud, that the court erred in not considering the prior aspects before 
finalizing the decree. The court stated ".. .that a separate and independent action in equity was essential 
to first determine the (validity or ) alleged invalidity of the (prior) contract or settlement, and, until it was 
so determined ... the district court was without jurisdiction to entertain the proceedings to enforce the 
decree". Since there is already a separate and independent action in the court, it is essential to first 
determine what property ownership either party has, and the responsibility either party has to be bound by 
this decree, and what claims any third party has against either party, or if the parties conducted fraud, that 
the court in this action would then fall victim accomplice to the fraud committed. 
The same court, also quoted Floyd v. Sixth Judicial District 135 P. 922, when the court stated: "While it 
may be said that in cases of this character the lower court had jurisdiction to grant or deny a motion to 
dismiss, nevertheless that court could not refuse to hear a matter upon its merits when it was regularly 
before it for that purpose, nor could it divest itself of jurisdiction by an erroneous order any more than it 
could assume jurisdiction by arbitrarily saying that it had the right to proceed". 
The same court also found regarding the lower court's refusal to hear matters before them for issues 
pertaining to the questioned decree, that a writ of mandamus is needed to compel action of the lower 
court in that: "it lies to compel the performance of whatever appertains to the duty of the lower courts". 
Additionally, the court was to enforce prior orders upon motion of the parties. The court also found the 
decree should be dismissed since the "... settlement was void and ineffectual", and "is one of the inherent 
equity powers of the court". The court also ordered the lower district court to set aside the decree until 
the same court that had jurisdiction over both of the parties settle all of the issues pending adjudication 
prior to enforcing the final decree. 
This final decree "agreement" Order should also be dismissed because the issue of the Best Interests of 
the children was not properly heard by the court, and the determination of the custody of the minor 
children was established fraudulently. In the Court of Appeals case # 20020083-C A, the case was 
reversed and remanded because of many factors. One aspect the court would have further supported the 
reversal of the prior courts Order was the court failed to hold a hearing to find the Best Interests of the 
children. The court stated that since the child was ultimately returned to its parents, the court did not 
need to address the Best Interests of the child, because the parents are the best interests of the child. The 
court did find grounds to support the dismissal of the final Order because the court's "automatic award of 
custody to (one of the parties over the other party) was in direct contravention of the plain language of 
(statute)". Additionally, the court found the decree was to be dismissed, because the court received 
evidence to the best interests of the children only for one factor, and applied an erroneous legal standard. 
The court allowed Petitioner to be rewarded with sole custody of the children in the October 6, 2005 
hearing that was an erroneous custody granting statute, and was in contradiction to the prior established 
custody to consider given a proper custody hearing that could have been free from fraud and 
misrepresentation, if the court had allowed such to occur, and be heard. 
Additionally, the court assumes the predetermination of lack of Joint Custody, thus impinging on the 
rights of the Respondent or the rights of the children, in allowing the children to be taken such great 
distance away from the Respondent, thus causing Joint Custody not to be considered. The court allowed 
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the Petitioner to unduly influence the future custody hearing when it is heard, and thus establishes the 
court's bias or predetermination of the facts in advance of a future hearing. 
The court has not determined that the minor children do not have their right to be with both of their 
parents as they desire. The minor children are being denied their right of due process as well when the 
court fails to hear the Best Interests of the children, or allows misleading influence under an erroneous 
standard or inapplicable statute to award custody. 
In the case of B.T.D., the Appeals court found that "The children's best interests are of paramount 
importance", and that without the legal rights of the parents set aside, to first for the court to consider the 
best interests of the children, with improper Guardian representation, "The children have not had their 
day in court, nor have they had proper representation.. ."Accordingly, the final order or decree was to be 
reversed and remanded with direction to the court to use the correct legal standard, and also to conduct a 
hearing for the Best Interests of the children in accord with State Statute. The same court found that 
"Evidence considered at that hearing may include ... evidence of psychological or emotional bonds that 
the child had formed with third parties, and any detriment that a change in custody may cause to the 
child". This court failed to hear evidence of the children's third party (Paternal Grandmother) that they 
strong emotional and psychological bonds with. Therefore, since the court attempts to enjoin this same 
third party without counsel, but has also failed to hear evidence on the same third parties bond with the 
children, this court should dismiss the final Order until such time as the court hears all the pertinent 
evidence for the rights of the children, and the bonds they hold for the third party the court attempts to 
enjoin in this matter solely for the unjust enrichment of the Petitioner. 
Petitioner has failed to demonstrate, or prove that the Petitioner complies with the all of the three major 
factors required for custody as the court depicts in the case of B.T.D. that 1) the children and the 
Respondent fails to have a strong mutual bond, 2) that the Respondent has not demonstrated a 
willingness to sacrifice his own interests and welfare for the children's, and 3) and that the Respondent 
lacks sympathy and understanding of the children that is characteristic of a deeply caring Father. To the 
contrary, the Petitioner has failed to comply with all three of those same standards, in that the Petitioner 
has failed to demonstrate a willingness to sacrifice her own interests for the welfare of the children. The 
Petitioner disregards the benefit to the children the children can have in their life when frequently and 
closely involved with their Father in their life, or the need to keep the children in school, or in the 
environment that they were so comfortable and doing well in, instead, out of sheer hostility toward the 
Petitioner, and in completion of her threat to the Respondent, that Petitioner "would take the children and 
(the Respondent) would never see them again". The Petitioner fails to stay employed in her employment 
that was lucrative to the needs of the children yet the Petitioner represented that she did not want to do 
the job she had, so thus was basis for moving to California. The Petitioner also fails to sacrifice her 
interests to the needs and rights of the children, as the Custody Evaluator stated the children should not 
be taken to a new residence where living accommodations require one or two of the parties to sleep on 
the floor and or in the family or living room, merely to fulfill the Petitioner's own selfish interests. The 
Petitioner also fails to demonstrate sympathy toward the children's desires, needs, rights, and fears, and 
just acted on her own desire to hurt the Respondent by removing him from his children's life and 
problems. Without the court having a hearing of the actions, fraud, misrepresentations, and best Interests 
of the children the court is ill prepared to make a proper determination for the children in compliance with 
State Statute, or in harmony with the court's findings in the case of B.T.D. and other high court rulings. 
Additionally, Justice Thorne reiterated "that a Best Interest's hearing is required in any case, and under 
any circumstance", and "that both the United States Supreme court, and the Utah Supreme court, have 
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both held that loss or denial of a parent's right to their child, without a proper hearing or due process, is 
violative of the parent's constitutionally protected parent's right. This decree must be dismissed or 
reversed in order to not violate the constitutional rights of the children or the Respondent. 
Justice Thorne, also finds, and directs, that "the court in the furtherance of justice (may) relieve a party 
... from a final judgement, order, or proceeding for the following reasons: .. .fraud.. .misrepresentation or 
other misconduct of an adverse party". Additionally, Justice Thorne presents that the intent of a parties, 
and the substance of the motion, not its caption that is the controlling consideration of the court, but 
failure to have hearing on the Best Interests of the children is more consideration. Respondent has 
previously attempted to present to the court the need to address several issue, yet the court has failed to 
so address the motions the Respondent has submitted. Justice Thorne continued in the directive of two 
other points or issues that support dismissing this "agreement" or Order. First:, in quoting Openshaw, 
"stating that [a] decree in favor of a person who is not a party to the action or proceeding is void because 
the court has no jurisdiction to make it", and second, in further agreement with Judge Greenwood, "that a 
parent's right to their children should be closely guarded.. .the plain language of the state statute clearly 
requires such a hearing, even when there has been no prior judicial action to (deny the parent their 
right).. .the children involved have been unlawfully separated from (their parent) or guardian". 
(Parenthesis added). 
Additionally, Judge Thorne finally directs or finds, that "In matters as important as a parent...(losing) his 
right to raise their child, I believe courts should apply a higher standard than those used for business 
transactions. A better approach, in my opinion, would be the criminal law standard used to determine 
whether a defendant has ... a fundamental right", thus supporting the children's right to be with their 
Father, and the Respondent's right to participate in raising his children, rather than the assumption the 
Petitioner has a right to live where she wants while taking the children to live with her, at the expense of 
the rights of the children and rights and responsibilities of the Respondent. 
Prior to the court's signing this final decree, and with the court issuing an order allowing the minor 
children to be moved out of state, such action in essence prevented the Respondent from action of 
invalidating the "agreement", in that the court has less freedom to reverse it's prior order because of the 
defense that further disruption of the children was not in the best interest of the children because of the 
time lapsed, or the life the children have been ripped away from and new life the children have been 
thrown into and required to adjust. 
This court order or decree stemming from the August 3, 2005 court appearance, the Respondent's 
request to dismiss this civil Order, is further supported for relief that is found for relief in a civil matter for 
improper attorney conduct that prejudiced the Respondent in this case, and often only afforded reversal 
of criminal proceedings, (habeas corpus, and extraordinary relief etc). Such is also supported in Walter 
v. Stewart 67 P.3d 1042, in that a divorce decree was reversed because of the misconduct of counsel, and 
improper representation service the party received. In subsequent hearings and conversations with 
counsel, it was revealed that counsel for the Respondent failed to perform to the request or ethical 
standard of performance, and also negotiated this "agreement" that is void and unenforceable, and 
without legal standing or jurisdiction of two of the parties. 
This "agreement" of the [parties was also developed because of the mutual error and ambiguity of the 
parties involved, and thus further support dismissal of this decree or order. Additionally, the case of 
Lether v. Lether, 2000 UT App 98, supports dismissal of this order because of the mutual error and 
ambiguity of the "agreement". The court found that the party(s) were allowed the opportunity to prove 
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mutual mistake, and also the admissibility of parole evidence, and the resultant document which does not 
accurately reflect the intent of the parties, and the consideration of extrinsic evidence, as to who is 
entitled to the benefit. 
Upon Interlocutory Appeal, in Bayles v. Bayles, Court of Appeals case # 981347-CA, the court reversed 
the decree because the court found that the parties property distribution was problematic at best, and the 
parties misrepresented the personal, and marital property values and the real estate holdings were in 
question as to the values of for each party, and the personal property that was paid for with business 
funds, and that one party drained the parties business funds, and not properly accounted for. 
Additionally, one party refused to turn over the parties business records in order to maintain the ongoing 
enterprises. Additionally, it was later revealed the parties joint funds were taken by one party to pay their 
personal credit card payments. The same court, found, that "More importantly, when fraud .. .it is not 
important whether the decree is entered after litigation or by consent". Additionally, the court stated 
"Public interest requires that no spouse be defrauded.. .by the other in obtaining a decree of divorce". 
The court quoted St. Pierre, 645 P.2d at 619 "an intentional act by a party in a divorce action which 
prevents the opposing party from making a full defense 'amounts to fraud upon the opposing party, as 
well as upon justice, justifying a court in setting aside the decreed so obtained". The court also 
referenced many other cases that supports allowing Respondent the relief of dismissing this order of 
decree because of the fraud misrepresentation or other misconduct of an adverse party, if the filing for 
such is timely. This motion for relief is filed timely. 
In the court's prior perceived "agreement" of the parties, the court lacked jurisdiction over parties not 
involved in this divorce action. The agreement is thus not binding, and should not be considered or 
enforced by the court. The agreement was based on both the custody and the property distribution of the 
minor children, Petitioner, and Respondent. One aspect of the agreement is not considered to be by itself, 
and or separated from another aspect of the agreement or parties, because one element or reward 
directed the willingness of the parties to negotiate another issue of the agreement. 
The court lacked jurisdiction in allowing Respondent to allow lien assignment of funds against the sale 
proceeds, or agree to sale of property that the Respondent did not even own, and had disclosed such to 
the courts and Petitioner. 
The proceeds for payment of the attorney fees of counsel are only to be deducted from the Respondent's 
share of sales proceeds, and not those of other parties, since Respondent lacked jurisdiction of granting 
sales proceeds to be given to counsel, or even to an outside un-involved party to this divorce action. 
Some of the aspects that have not been properly presented to the court: 
1. The Respondent has attempted to inform the court of the truth as to what has been happening and 
going on with the children and the parties, and respective counsel. The court still has not signed the 
"agreement", and has refused to hear the issues the Respondent has presented the issues to the court. 
2. In the August 3, 2005 "negotiations" between counsels, Petitioner falsely represented, and overstated 
the values of the parties property. Since the court had previously failed to establish ownership or 
values of the parties properties either at separation time, or at Bi-furcated Decree time, the court and 
Respondent were both faced with taking the Petitioner's overstated misrepresented value of the 
marital property in the negotiations, and agreement. Since the Petitioner had refused to allow the 
Respondent inspection of the parties property as was previously ordered, and since the court had 
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failed to enforce, or uphold that Order allowing Respondent to inspect the property prior to 
distribution, the Respondent was unable to ascertain the value of the parties marital property. 
3. Additionally, since there was also a cloud on the ownership of the parties three (3) properties, and the 
court failed to rule on the ownership share or interest the parties individually had, the Respondent was 
unable to ascertain what ownership was held, or to be "negotiated" or relieved of in the "Agreement". 
4. The court failed to address the hard issue needing to be determined prior to any negotiation or give 
away, since no party knew what they individually owned or individually owed and was responsible 
for, or could barter with. The court, and the Respondent, and the unrepresented third party that the 
court attempted to enjoin in this divorce action, were all left to the misrepresentations of the 
Petitioner, and not any facts to base a valid decision or agreement on. 
5. Previously, the court ruled that the court would not separate the custody from the property, so the 
Respondent was faced with the two needing to be resolved simultaneously as a whole. When counsel 
directed Respondent that the third party would only be able to recoup any of her losses if she got 
"cleaned up" on the property, in exchange for the Petitioner to have the children, it seemed the only 
way to repay the third party was to "sell" the children for the inflated price the Petitioner represented 
to counsel. Now, Petitioner acts to renege on the agreement, thus placing the third party at further 
jeopardy of recoupment of her losses or expenses, and the Petitioner has no incentive to negotiate 
now the Petitioner has been allowed to take the children to California. 
6. The court intimated and represented to the Respondent in the August 3, 2005 hearing that the 
Respondent had the right to barter, sell, or list for sale commission, and so direct the proceeds of the 
properties in question, when in fact, the Respondent does not have any such right. When counsel for 
the Respondent realized that aspect of the court's dealing, said counsel opted not to be a party to 
such unethical fraudulent conduct, and so advised Respondent he not participate or engage in such 
egregious actions without further action or clarification of the court in determining the weightier 
matter still to be determined, that this court failed to address, or lacks jurisdiction of. 
7. The Court ruled from the bench, that if the parties failed to agree, that the court would take the 
transcript of the proceedings and literally sign that as the Order. Review of such transcript would 
also show there is no agreement, and thus is also unenforceable, and incomplete finalization of a 
divorce or decree of divorce. 
8. The Petitioner's counsel twice stated on the record, that there was no agreement if he did not get his 
money from the sale proceeds. The third party the court attempted to enjoin in this divorce matter 
did not agree to such, thus by record of the Petitioner's counsel, there is no agreement, and thus 
illustrates further why this "agreement" judgement should be dismissed. 
9. Petitioner failed to disclose the insurance fraud that Petitioner had engaged in, thus lowering the value 
of the parties marital home. Respondent was led to believe there was no damage of the property that 
would take away or dilute the Respondent's or the third parties equity position. 
10. Petitioner failed to disclose that she had fraudulently, and contrary to the prior court orders, and 
inappropriately paid funds to the Custody Evaluator, and then received those funds back for her 
personal use. 
11. In a hearing on July 14, 2003, the court ruled the Petitioner was not to dispose of any marital funds 
without written agreement and further Order of the court. Petitioner failed to disclose that just prior 
to the August 3, 2005, hearing, Petitioner withdrew about $3,500.00 in several different transactions 
from what previously was represented to be joint marital funds held at America 1st Credit Union. 
Petitioner used these funds to pay on her personal visa card bill, and pay for other items the court had 
previously ruled were to be paid from Petitioner's own funds. Petitioner also failed to disclose that 
many of these funds were given to a party, to appear that Petitioner was paying a joint obligation, and 
then that party refunded those funds back to the Petitioner who then used those funds for her own 
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personal use, and failed to return them to the joint marital funds account. Petitioner failed to disclose 
these material facts to the Court, or to the Respondent. 
12. In a hearing on May 21, 2002, and again June 22, 2004, the Petitioner was directed by the court to 
place the parties income tax refund in a joint account, and or use her portion for the payment of the 
needed custody Evaluation and report. Petitioner did not do so, and thus disobeyed the Order of the 
Court. (Possibly Petitioner's counsel retained those funds or mis-appropriated those funds as he had 
done previously in April 2002, since he received such funds for his client, and had not been paid much 
by the Petitioner toward his bill). Either way, the Petitioner failed to place the Income Tax Refund 
funds in a joint account, and also failed to use her portion of the Income Tax Refund to pay her 
required portion of the Custody Evaluation. Petitioner also failed to disclose this aspect of the 
payment of the Custody Evaluation & Report, thus the Custody Evaluation & Report was obtained 
fraudulently. 
13. Previously court struck issue of Brittney's property, yet Guardian still represented to the court that it 
was an applicable issue and also held such threat against the Respondent to further "motivate" or 
"intimidate" Respondent into an agreement. 
14. In the hearing of February 18, 2005 the court ruled that all e-mail correspondence from Respondent 
to the troubled minor child was to be directed through the child's counselor. When Respondent 
attempted to so communicate with the child through the counselor, the counselor refused, stating that 
the counselor did not know the child's e-mail address, or other address. 
15. Petitioner's counsel failed to disclose to the court the entire amount of joint debt obligations that the 
parties needed to resolve, or assume responsibility for. The estimated difference from what counsel 
disclosed to the court as joint debt obligation and what factually exists is significantly in excess of 
$100,000.00 over what Petitioner represented to the court existed in joint debt obligation. 
16. The Petitioner's counsel misrepresented to the court that the entire $90,000.00 of his attorney fees 
that the Petitioner has not paid him were applicable only to this divorce case. The facts are that said 
counsel has represented the same client in about five + court actions, and the other cases such counsel 
was not awarded attorney fees in. Thus counsel attempts to use the liberal aspect of awarding 
attorney fees found in divorce matters to the advantage of other cases where attorney fees are not an 
issue of consideration as the said counsel has been counsel for. Additionally, counsel failed to 
disclose his interest, or related interest in the sale or purchase of the ,marital property. 
17. All this time, the court has failed to sign the "agreement" order of August 3, 2005. The Respondent 
was notified that a hearing would be conducted on the "Final Pleadings" on December 12, 2005. No 
other information was given to the Respondent as to what the hearing was about. When the 
Respondent attempted to inquire of the court if the court would consider the issues the Respondent 
raised, the court immediately ended the hearing. The court refused to address any of the matters the 
Respondent attempts to raise, or bring to light of the court. Such demonstrated lack of due process, 
lack of proper hearing, and violation of the Respondent's and the minor children's rights, also is 
grounds for the "agreement" to be dismissed, or set aside. 
18. Additionally, the court had many times ordered that the Respondent was not to communicate the 
issues of the divorce proceeding to the children. The Respondent was also restrained from inquiry of 
the children as to what they really wanted, rather than what they had directed the Respondent they 
wanted previously. Therefore, when on August 3, 2005, in court, the Respondent, his counsel, and 
the court were all misinformed of the facts, and mis-directed by the Guardian and comments or 
silence thereof of the Petitioner as well, and all other elements, by the Guardian ad litem, the 
Petitioner, and others. 
19. After the August 3, 2005 hearing and "agreement" the Respondent learned, and it was disclosed that 
the children were influenced, and threatened if they did not tell the Guardian or the Custody 
Evaluator what they were told to say, that their pet(s) would be killed. Such emotional trauma to the 
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children had a devastating effect upon the younger children, and coerced them into saying what was 
not true, just for the Petitioner, or others involved with their own agenda contrary to the Respondent. 
20. The guardian was aware of the conflict among or with the children that others had or demonstrated 
against the children. The two younger children asked for a new attorney to represent their needs and 
rights and wishes. The Guardian refused the two minor children this right. The children obtained 
their own counsel, and the Guardian also blocked such counsel from representing the children's 
needs, wishes, or fears to the court. Somehow, said counsel's notice of appearance of counsel for the 
two minor children and her sworn affidavit were not available in the file, or were "lost". Such was re-
submitted to the court after the August 3, 2005 "agreement". However, to date, the court has failed 
to act upon such, and allow the minor children their own representation. 
21. When, in October 2005, after the Respondent was able to gain access to the marital home, but before 
the court signed the "agreement", the Respondent found a poster that Petitioner allowed to be in view 
for some considerable length of time for the two minor children to be further traumatized, 
intimidated, and affected by, a poster written on by both the Petitioner, and the other troubled and 
conflicting minor child a large poster with the threats of hatred toward, and death of the Respondent. 
Such troubling influence upon the two younger minor children was also a barbaric scheme to 
influence, silence, or control the real feelings the two minor children wanted expressed to be with 
their, and live with their Father, and or to stay in Utah where they could be close to their Father and 
dearly cared about Grandmother. Petitioner is jealous of the close bond the Respondent and their 
"active Grandmother" (as the kids call her) Grandmother and extended family all have with the 
younger children. 
22. When the Guardian was aware of such vial threats and intimidation against the two younger children 
to thus influence and control their comments or actions, the Guardian still refused to act for the best 
interest of those children, and continued to support, and act for the troubled child, stating such desires 
of the troubled child was the desires and interests of ALL of the children. The Guardian misled the 
court to believe that the Guardian had evidence from all of the children to support such a 
preposterous claim, and yet has failed to produce such, thus further influencing or misleading the 
court to uphold the unsigned "agreement" Order. 
23. In the July 25, 2001 Ruling, (item # 8 in the Minute Entry), the court ruled that the Respondent was 
allowed to remove from the marital residence all of the items that he brought back from San 
Francisco by August 15, 2001. After many attempts by the Respondent to retrieve ALL of the such 
items, Petitioner has STILL to this date refused to allow Respondent to claim all of the items, though 
has represented such would happen many times to the court. As recent as August 3, 2005, Petitioner 
indicated to the court that such items could be retrieved by Respondent by August 12, or 13th 2005. 
The Petitioner did not allow such event, and has still not returned all the items that the Respondent 
was allowed to have, or belonged to his Father. Petitioner has also failed to provide compensation 
for said items as well. On April 14, 2003, March 31, 2004, and several times previously and since, up 
and including the court ruling of December 6, 2004, the court ruled the Respondent was to be 
allowed into the marital residence to "sort through" to retrieve and to "inspect" property, and 
"determine value, and jointly determine what items had value etc. for proper distribution of marital 
and or premarital, and or personal property. 
24. Petitioner's counsel also failed to inform the court that counsel had filed such papers for the retrieval 
of the Respondent's property in the wrong court, thus not having jurisdiction over the property 
retrieval matter, thus this court was further ill informed to enforce, or rule appropriately. 
25. Refusal to allow the Respondent to inspect and view the property denied Respondent his right to 
retrieve the property, or inspect the property to gain knowledge of it's condition. Petitioner 
specifically prevented such inspection of said property because of her intent to defraud Respondent, 
and misrepresent the facts to third parties. 
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26. In the July 25, 2001 Ruling, (item # 8 (in dispute section) in the Minute Entry), the court ruled that 
the Petitioner was required to pay both the mortgage payment and Equity line payment on the parties 
marital home. Petitioner has failed to represent the facts that the Petitioner has failed to pay the 
mortgage payments due on the marital home. The mortgage company is now calling and harassing 
the Respondent requesting the required mortgage payment. If the Petitioner requires the Respondent 
to pay the mortgage payment that Petitioner was previously ordered to pay, the Respondent's child 
support and alimony amounts required should therefore be adjusted accordingly. 
27. In the July 25, 2001 Ruling, (item #'s 10 & 11 (in dispute section) in the Minute Entry), the court 
ruled that Alimony and Child Support was to commence July 2001, and NOT June 2001 as Petitioner 
recently has refused funds being repaid the Respondent for. 
28. In the July 25, 2001 Ruling, (item # 2 (in dispute section) in the Minute Entry), the court ruled that 
Respondent is allowed to have Parenting Time with the children pursuant to State Statute, and (item 
# 13) be flexible and accommodating with regard to Parent Time. Petitioner misleads the court and 
third parties to believe the Respondent has been allowed the full amount of parent time allowed by 
Statute, or other time consistent with activities and functions of the Respondent. When in fact, the 
Respondent has not been regularly or consistently allowed the 4 weeks, or 30 days of extended 
vacation per year - Parent time for 2001 through 2005. The Guardian ad litem has also failed to 
uphold such requirement for the minor children to have minimum Parent Time with the Respondent, 
or the additional time that they have requested to have with the Respondent. The Petitioner has just 
made false blanket statements or misrepresentations without any proof, or substance, and the 
Guardian ad litem has failed to investigate or enforce such Parent Time requirement, thus further 
breaching its Fiduciary duty or responsibility. 
29. The minor children have written, and communicated to their Guardian that they wanted more time 
with the Respondent. The Custody Evaluator also directed that more time between the Respondent 
and the children was best, and that continued joint family counseling was best for the children and the 
Respondent, and would be in their best Interests. The guardian and the Petitioner have prevented 
such ongoing family counseling involving the Respondent and the children from happening, and has 
also misrepresented to the court that it has happened, or misrepresented to the counselors that it did 
not need to happen. Such influence or silence, or lack of duty to inform, or lack of service to the 
minor children all have contributed to the false information and misinformation allowed to be 
presented to the court, and also given false and misleading influence of information about the children 
to the Respondent, thus inducing the Respondent to give up, and agree in the August 3, 2005 hearing. 
Such misinformation was only communicated to the Respondent at the August 3, 2005 hearing just as 
an enticement for him to give up, and relinquish any right to the children. 
30. Additionally, the Guardian commented in threat or anger directed to the Respondent when the 
Guardian stated to the Respondent, "... we caught that little act you did in Juvenile Court, that caused 
two of our guardians to be there...". This was related to the Respondent's attempt to protect the 
children by obtaining a Protective Order for the children. Previously, the Petitioner has caused the 
children to witness her hitting the Respondent and causing him to bleed, threaten a lady with a 
butcher knife, abuse the family pets in front of the children, yell at, scream obscenities at, and attack 
others in front of the children, and many other ill tempered actions in addition to the Petitioner has 
continued to take the minor children to a baby tender that the Petitioner knew molested, and sexually 
abused the children, all because of what the Petitioner was able to infer against the Respondent, or 
gain from the baby tender personally. The guardian prevented the facts from being properly 
presented to the court. When the Guardian knew of this, the guardian did nothing to help the children 
have the safety they deserve. Additionally, when such was later admitted to the Guardian by the 
oldest child that such had happened to the oldest troubled child, the guardian again refused to even do 
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anything about it, and did not report such to the court on August 3, 2005 or since, or even allow such 
information to be presented to the court, or evaluator or counselor or therapist of the children. 
31. Additionally, other counseling sessions with the Petitioner and Respondent revealed that the 
Petitioner was abused as a child in her home, and the Guardian also represented to the court, that it 
was ok for the minor children to be taken back into that same childhood home of the Petitioner, but 
admitted to the court, that the Guardian was not a professionally trained person as to what was best 
for the children in this situation. However, then the Guardian misrepresented the contrary to the 
court, in that she did know what was in the children's best interests in the October 6, 2005 hearing, 
thus to justify the court's actions of allowing the children to be taken out of state, and further 
requiring the court to stick with the "agreement though unproven and unsigned, and no hearing was 
allowed to transpire or to be held on the issue of if the move was in the Best Interests of the children. 
32. The Guardian went further to intimidate the Respondent, in the threatening comment the Guardian 
made to the Respondent when the Guardian said in court "I am the one person you do not want to 
make mad". Therefore, the Respondent feels that he is unable to even talk to the Guardian about the 
children, and what is best for them, if it is different from the agenda of the Guardian. 
33. Such comments and actions or the lack thereof of the Guardian and the Petitioner begs the question 
of "Does the Guardian represent the Best Interests and concerns of the children, or does the Guardian 
represent the Petitioner or the guardian themselves?". 
34. The actions and comments of the Guardian seem to suggest the needs and desires of the younger two 
children are forced to take a back seat to the pride and over-worked status or case load of the 
Guardian, at the expense of the children's right to proper counsel representation for the two minor 
children as the children have obtained and was rejected by the Guardian. This is further evidenced by 
the Guardian accepting the work, and representation of the older troubled child when requested in an 
action against the Respondent, outside counsel was obtained by the Petitioner and allowed to 
contribute for the minor child, in the case against the Respondent (Affidavit of Brittney Stone issue of 
other property), yet when the other children question the Guardian's performance, or level of 
commitment to the younger children and sought to obtain the counsel they felt was best for their 
needs and interests, and sought to obtain outside counsel at their own expense and for their interest, 
and desires that are contrary to the Guardian's or Petitioner's attack of the Respondent, such counsel 
was prohibited from speaking, or writing to the court or representing the minor children that had 
originally sought to retain such representation for their individual rights and needs. Guardian also in 
later hearings reveled that some preference, and personal communication (though slight) was 
extended to the Petitioner, and not to the Respondent. The court was not allowed to know what 
preferential treatment the troubled child was afforded by the Guardian over the rights and issues of 
the other two younger children however. Thus in itself misleads the court to believe the children 
were all equally and all fairly and all independently represented, when in fact they were not. 
35. The rights of the younger children were violated, and the children expressed their desire to have such 
corrected, and the Guardian has not served that purpose, and thus has violated the Fiduciary duty to 
the two younger children that the Guardian has the responsibility to uphold. 
36. When the Guardian became aware of the threaits of death, to the family pets and to the Respondent, 
and the influence of, and danger of and intimidation of the younger minor children, the Guardian and 
the children's counselors and O.R.S. were unable to pursue proper investigation of the facts since the 
children were now out of state, and no longer Utah residents, and able to have proper sessions of 
inquiry or free from intimidation or influence of the troubled child, Petitioner, or others in the home 
the children now are residing in. 
37. Instead of objecting, and bringing motion against the Petitioner, for what the Petitioner requires, the 
Guardian's lack of such action, and lack of written response to the allegations, demonstrates the 
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Guardian admits they happen, and further condones such abhorrent actions and influences of the 
Petitioner. 
38. The two younger children are required to use a speaker phone in the middle of all in the household to 
hear and take notice of all that the younger children say, or are allowed to hear. Here, the minor 
children are not even allowed to have the right to a private conversation with the one person they 
knew could attempt to help them and save them from the pain and trauma they are forced to endure. 
In this environment or situation, the children are not able to speak the truth, or ask for help without 
the Petitioner or the troubled child or others monitoring, and controlling such communication. The 
Petitioner has even censored the conversation with hanging up on the children's conversations if the 
Petitioner is unhappy with what is said. 
39. The Petitioner has not allowed the two minor children unrestricted e-mail either, in that; an e-mail is 
able to reviewed by the troubled child or Petitioner or others before it is received by the minor 
children, or after the minor children prepare it to send. Contrary to such Parental control for proper 
computer correspondence" the troubled child is afforded unrestricted or uncensored computer 
correspondence when alone, or unsupervised to untold number of on-line chats, or predators. Such 
one sided censorship or supervision for the two younger children or restriction and intimidation has 
been allowed to continue by the Guardians failure to uphold the children's right for safety or privacy 
or confidentiality, or continued personal bonding with their Father or Grandmother. The children are 
also intimidated and not allowed to talk to the Respondent at given times. All such has been allowed 
to be misrepresented as accidental hang-ups or such innocent actions, yet when the middle child states 
"she is doing it again Dad" and the line all of a sudden goes dead, and when a call back to the 
residence is met with a yelling stern Petitioner on the other end telling the Respondent what he "better 
say if he wants to talk with his children", such action is not an innocent hang up, but a solid attempt 
to censor the parent child relationship, and also serve to unduly influence the children or others. The 
guardian fails to represent the facts to the court, thus the court is ill prepared to know all the 
extenuating circumstances, and takes the defaulted action because of the lack of facts. 
40. The Respondent was unable to confer with the children, and confirm what the children really wanted 
their Father to do for them. 
41. The Respondent asked counsel to help make things happen so as to know what was truly in the Best 
Interests of the children and how the Custody Evaluator came to the conclusions that were included 
in the Custody evaluators report, since they differed so dramatically from those expressed in the 4-
903 conference previously held. Counsel represented that all the parties had been contacted, and 
there was nothing more that could be done. When in fact, it has been revealed, that the services the 
Respondent had paid professionals for, were never obtained by said counsel, and counsel never 
attempted to meet with the Custody Evaluator, the children's Evaluator, the children's therapists, the 
children's psychologist, the analyst, and many other individuals that have information to present 
regarding the children and the Petitioner. Counsel failed to obtain the facts from these individuals, 
and thus was not prepared to put on a defense for the Respondent, or properly negotiate an 
"agreement". Said counsel advised the Respondent that she could not continue with the trial, and 
thus an "agreement" was the only way, since the court refused a continuance of the hearing for her to 
obtain the proper preparation and witnesses to appear for the children. Counsel advised that the fees 
she had been paid would be refunded, and Respondent could move to California with the children, 
and get the issues in California jurisdiction since both parties would then be California residents. 
Counsel failed to represent Respondent further, or clear up the matters that she had "negotiated", 
along with failing to refund the fees that she had collected from the Respondent. Thus Respondent 
was not viewed impartially by the court, and all of the facts were not thus disclosed to the court. The 
Court refused any comment or input by the Respondent, thus the court was further unable to have all 
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of the facts before it in it's consideration of infliction of the invalid and unsigned "agreement" on the 
Respondent. 
42. The Respondent has thus been defrauded, induced, and misrepresented to in order to reduce the 
Respondent to agreeing to something that truly was wrong, and was not in the Best Interests of the 
children. Later it was revealed in December 2005, that Respondent's counsel also had acted in such a 
manner as to prejudice the court against the Respondent, and was thus allowed to withdraw as 
Respondent's counsel. Until such disclosure by counsel, the court was not of the notion to allow said 
counsel to withdraw from representing the Respondent. 
43. The court also was skeptical at best as to the enforceability of the "agreement", and thus so stated, 
that the court could not "force" this agreement on either party. 
44. Petitioner failed to disclose the assets and funds Petitioner converted to personal use. Such 
conversion, and unjust enrichment also supports a tort action of fraud that is also assignable, and 
supports a cause of action against the Petitioner. The court should not support or reward Petitioner 
for her unjust enrichment and improper actions. 
45. The two younger minor children have participated in the playing of soccer for many years, and the 
children are proficient in such. The middle child has been recruited by a proficient competition league 
to play soccer for them. The child really wanted to continue in the playing of soccer, and such 
opportunity was represented by Petitioner would be afforded to the minor children. Petitioner via her 
counsel represented in court that the minor children would be registered in soccer in California. The 
exact phrase by counsel was "they play soccer year round in California, so they (children) can do that 
all year long". History shows that even after all the time in California, the Petitioner has failed to 
comply and register the minor children in soccer. Petitioner represented to the court and to the 
Respondent whatever was needed to be represented in order present herself in the most congenial and 
favorable light, and to avoid problems she perceived. 
46. The Order should be dismissed, because it in essence is unenforceable and ambiguous in that the 
"agreement" gives the same $5000.00 to both the Respondent, and to the Petitioner's counsel. Such 
funds can not be given to two different individuals. 
47. Petitioner represented to the court that the Petitioner would comply with State statute related to 
visitation for the minor children with the Respondent. State Statute required the Petitioner to provide 
notice to the Respondent as to when the children would be available from school, and presented to 
Utah for visitation with the Respondent. State statute also requires the minor children to visit with 
the Respondent on specific dates. State statute also require the Petitioner to pay the travel related 
expenses for the minor children to visit the Respondent at least once per year. The Petitioner has 
failed to comply with any of the notice provisions of state statute prior to moving to California, and 
has not provided the travel expenses for the year as also required in state statute, that Petitioner 
previously represented to the court would comply with statutes governing Respondent's visitation. 
48. The Petitioner failed to disclose to the court that the Petitioner had taken checks made payable to the 
Respondent, and deposited those same funds to Petitioner's personal bank account, for her personal 
use. 
49. The parties in the "agreement" of August 3, 2005 agreed that all claims and cross claims for daycare 
expenses the parties had against each other and respective attorney fees for such daycare expenses, 
would be dismissed, yet when the "agreement" is prepared, and later represented to the court by 
Petitioner's counsel, and again by said counsel to be signed by the court, the Petitioner attempts to 
have all claims for any claim, not just the parties daycare claims, be dismissed between the parties. 
The court has refused to hear any evidence or argument to clarify presented by the Respondent. 
Respondent never agreed to waive all claims against the Petitioner, just the claims for daycare 
expenses Respondent had paid. 
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50. Additionally, the court attempts to enforce a State statute that requires notice to be given the other 
party, and was never given, or as the court ruled in October 6, 2005, the notice was implied. 
However, court rules and Statute both require notice is written, and implied is not appropriate when 
notice is required to be provided to the other party. However, the court conversely attempts to hold 
the Respondent to strict compliance that written notice has to be given the opposing party as per 
court rules. There appears to be a strong discrepancy of enforcement against either party as to what 
type of notice is required. Additionally, there is a great deal of confusion as to what has more clout 
or stronger enforcement or stronger requirement to be complied with, in that requirement of notice 
per state statute, or requirement of notice as required in court rules of civil procedure. Such selective 
enforcement, and favoritism the court shows to the Petitioner at the expense of equal treatment of the 
Respondent is contrary to justice and equal protection of the law, and due process for the 
Respondent. 
51. In February 2005, Petitioner was ordered to provide health insurance coverage for the minor children. 
In the court appearance of August 3, 2005 the Petitioner represented that she would maintain the 
insurance coverage for the minor children. Such false representation by the Petitioner was made, 
because Petitioner knew full well of her intention to soon terminate the insurance coverage for the 
minor children. 
52. Additionally, in the February 2005 hearing, Petitioner was ordered to provide insurance coverage 
verification to the Respondent so if medical care for the children was required when the children were 
with the Respondent. The Petitioner has failed to provide the Respondent with said medical 
insurance information. 
53. The Petitioner failed to disclose to the Respondent, or to the court, the Petitioner's intention to 
terminate the medical insurance for the minor children. 
54. The Custody Evaluator advised that it was not in the children's Best Interests to be taken to a home 
where there was not enough bedrooms for the Petitioner, the minor children, and the Petitioners 
parents. The court thus ordered that if the Petitioner elected to move to California, that the minor 
children were to reside in the marital home with the Respondent. In the August 3, 2005 court 
appearance, the Petitioner failed to disclose to the court, or to the Respondent that the Petitioner's 
full intent was to take the minor children and live in that same house (".. .unhealthy environment..." 
as was the Custody Evaluator's exact comment) with the Petitioner's parents, and in the home that 
the Custody Evaluator previously informed the court was not in the children's best interest. Such false 
representations or failure to disclose, caused Respondent to be fraudulently induced into what the 
court implies as an "agreement. 
55. The Custody Evaluator had previously informed the court in the 4-903 hearing, that it was not in the 
children's best interests to be taken to the California school mid way through the school year. The 
children's guardian also agreed with such, and also so advised the court, that it was not in the 
children's best interest to be taken and placed in the California school mid-way through the school 
year. In the August 3, 2005 appearance to the court, the Petitioner failed to disclose to the court or 
the Respondent that the Petitioner intended to remove the children from their current school, and 
enter them in the California school mid-way through the school year. Such false representations or 
failure to disclose, caused Respondent to be fraudulently induced into what the court implies as an 
"agreement". 
56. Without proper written notice of the facts, and parenting plan the court is left to "assume" the 
Petitioner will act appropriately, the same as the Petitioner represented to the Respondent the 
Petitioner would act appropriately or justly. The actions of the Petitioner have shown otherwise, yet 
the court fails to accept that the court has been duped as has the Respondent, in as the court ruled 
about the "implied" agreement. Such "assumption" by the court is inappropriate, and not soundly 
based on the actual facts or evidence. 
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57. Subsequent events reveal the truth, that contradicts to the Petitioner's prior representations to the 
court. The Petitioner represented that the crowning event that motivated the Petitioner to terminate 
her employment happened for the August 3, 2005 "move" of the children issue, actually occurred 
around August 27, 2005, and the Petitioner subsequently submitted her resignation to her employer 
September 6, 2005. Therefore, when Respondent inquired of the Petitioner's employer after the 
August 3, 2005 "negotiation", the Respondent was informed that the Petitioner had not terminated 
her employment, nor was expected to suffer any different decrease in salary or duties or 
responsibilities as had previously been the salary or duties of the Petitioner, and that she was still fully 
employed, without any such plan not to be terminated or resign. 
58. The Petitioner further misrepresented to the Respondent even as recent as September 7, 2005 papers 
prepared by the Petitioner's counsel, the facts of her anticipated move, in correspondence to the 
court, and to the Respondent, where Petitioner stated IFLthe Petitioner moved to California. Again, 
correct factual information is not made available to the Respondent or the court, in the Petitioner's 
continual effort to hide the facts, and deceive the Respondent, and also avoid the court's close 
scrutiny of the Petitioner, and the lack of due process for the children or Respondent. 
59. The court failed to give proper notice of the court's hearing of the movement of the children to 
California. The court gave misleading notice about the Proper Notice being the topic of the court 
hearing given to the Respondent in response to correspondence the Respondent received from the 
Petitioner on September 12, 2005. It was in this correspondence where the Petitioner stated that 
correspondence was" to serve as official notice of the children being moved to California". That 
same correspondence failed to include any of the required notice of the items required by the State 
relocation statute, as directed in the accompanying sections like the address, the vacation time, the 
time the children are out of school, the parties who* are responsible for the children's travel expenses, 
children's school or daycare providers, etc. The Court's notice to the Respondent stating the purpose 
of the scheduled hearing was to determine if proper notice had been given to the Respondent, not that 
the custody of the children would be changed, or that the move was in the Best Interests of the 
children. Such vague and misdirecting notice of the court to the Respondent, did not allow the 
Respondent proper presentation of the facts to the court, when it substitutes the purpose of the 
planned hearing, without proper notice to the Respondent, additionally, the court failed to allow 
Respondent to present his objections to the Court Order of August 3, 2005 before the court used it as 
grounds to rule in another hearing. Utah higher courts have ruled that the court is not to substitute 
the purpose of a hearing without proper notice and opportunity to prepare a defense to the 
Respondent. 
60. Additionally, many times previously, the court had ruled in this case specifically, the court ruled that 
the Respondent was to be informed of the children's counselors, and the children's counselors they 
were seeing were not to be interrupted, and also that the parents BOTH were to determine the 
children's counseling needs, issues, and the Guardian was to "sign off' on the children's counseling. 
Without the information being provided by the Petitioner, how can the Guardian, or the counselor, or 
the parents do their job assigned to them through the court orders. Petitioner has continually failed to 
provide all the ordered or required such information to the court, the Guardian, or the Respondent. 
Some such information has been provided as recent as last week, but incomplete, and still drastically 
in violation of the intent and timeframe of the state statutes and court orders, and thus in essence the 
information is insufficient and moot. 
61. The Petitioner has retained about $4,500.00 from funds that were to be given to the Respondent. 
The Petitioner has kept those funds claiming they were for child support that the Respondent has not 
paid. However, the Petitioner has failed to disclose to the court that she retained the funds as child 
support for periods when child support was not required to be paid, or that the Petitioner had 
received this "pre-paid" child support. The Petitioner represents just the opposite to the court and to 
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the Guardian, that the Respondent has not paid the required child support, thus influencing the 
Guardian not to push for the children's right to parent time or visitation with their Father, and have 
Petitioner comply with Statute and pay the travel related expenses for the children to visit for 
Christmas, or Thanksgiving. 
62. This Order should also be set aside, because the Order is vague and misinformed, in that the two state 
statutes pertaining to the minor children's visitation with their Father for Thanksgiving and Christmas, 
and other days throughout the year. First off, there is confusion that has not been properly ruled on 
as to what party is the custodial parent, and which party is the non-custodial parent. The prior order 
of the court stated the children were to stay with the Respondent if the Petitioner moved to 
California. That Order is still remaining as the current valid, signed order of the court. 
63. Additionally, State Visitation Statute directs that Even numbered years the non custodial parent is to 
have the children for Thanksgiving, and yet the State Statute directing relocation of the children 
requires the non-custodial parent have the children for thanksgiving on Odd Numbered years. The 
State relocation statute also grants the U.E. A. holiday to the non-custodial parent. The two statutes 
conflict and are contrary to each other. If the court was so aware of the planned move to California, 
why did the court allow such confusion and conflict of State Statute to continue in it's determination 
or Order. The court was either misled, and misguided by the actions and misrepresentations of the 
Petitioner, and was so duped by the Petitioner, or, the court elected to so order negatively against the 
Respondent to convey its hostility, or predetermined determination of gender favoring issues, toward 
the Respondent in the court's October 6, 2005 ruling. 
64. Petitioner also failed to provide the facts to the court, in that the Petitioner was not properly prepared 
to move the children to California, but merely moved the children to hurt the Respondent, in that the 
Petitioner failed to make the proper arrangements for the children to be enrolled in their school. The 
children were not in school for almost a month after reaching California. The Petitioner represented 
to the court that the children were not in school, because of the "off track period". If the children 
were "off track, then the state statute allows the Respondent to have parent time with the children 
during their "off track" time. The children were not given the visitation time with the Respondent for 
the time the school the children are now enrolled in, were off track for the time the children were 
enrolled in a year long school program. Such information ahead of time was not presented to the 
court, so as to attempt to avoid the facts from being reviewed by the court until such time as the 
children are all ready in California, and the court would then view that it was more harmful to disrupt 
the children again, thus giving the Petitioner unjust influence and control on the other and future 
issues still needing resolution by the court, all part of the Petitioner's scheme to use the system for her 
personal gain or advantage. 
65. This Order should also be considered obtained by fraud and misrepresentation of the Petitioner in that 
the Petitioner failed to disclose other financial obligations, or structural or property asse3sments, or 
pending legal action or claims against the marital residence. Such incomplete disclosure of the facts 
misguided the Respondent and misguided the court as well. 
66. The Petitioner failed to disclose to the court the Petitioner's parenting plan. Additionally the 
Petitioner failed to abide by other parenting representations the Petitioner had represented would 
abide by, or incorporate with the Respondent, and the children. 
67. This Order should also be dismissed because the court and the Respondent was misled to believe if 
the Petitioner moved toi California, the Respondent would be allowed visitation with the children if he 
visited or moved to California. However, all the actions of the Petitioner demonstrate the Petitioners 
unwillingness for the Respondent to visit the children in California for a visit, or permanent move. 
One this aspect was made known to the Petitioner, such incidental "token" amends to this dramatic 
unreasonableness of the Petitioner, were suggested in correspondence to the Respondent. If 
however, the truth of the Petitioner's move to California just after the August 3, 2005 court 
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appearance, then why would not the court's order include provisions for such visit or permanent 
move visitation with the children, since the court historically represents that frequent and meaningful 
visitation is best for children of divorce. The court's failure to so include such provisions support that 
the court was unaware of the change of circumstances that were not even foreseen at the August 3, 
2005 hearing, thus such can not be used as grounds not to modify an existing decree. If the court was 
misguided to not make provision for such, the Respondent was also misguided to the facts or 
existence as well. The transcripts of the proceedings will also show how Petitioner's counsel hastily 
and at the end threw such information in just to have such "covered" at the time of decree, rather than 
properly dealt with at that time. Such slapped together type of "agreement" is also unjust. 
68. The court should also consider the Petitioner's historical actions of misrepresenting her intentions or 
actions to the court, and to the Respondent. In July 2003, and other times in court, the Petitioner 
represented to the court that she would do what ever was possible to get the no-contact Order lifted 
that she had succeeded in convincing the court to place against the Respondent in different court 
action. After such was agreed to in court, the Petitioner showed up to the other court action and told 
that court that the Petitioner never did agree to that aspect of lifting the no-contact order. Thus, the 
Petitioner falsely represented to the court her intentions and fraudulently gained favor of this court to 
appear to be accommodating, flexible, reasonable and such, so that this court would continue to be 
mislead as to the true deceitful and "user" or manipulator or controlling type character of the 
Petitioner. This is further supported by the Petitioner claiming to the court that the Respondent had 
hit her in the face and broke her tooth, thus inducing the court to issue a Protective Order for her 
against the Respondent. The allegation was never able to be proven to the court, and eventually, 
when the issue was first allowed to be reviewed by the court, Commissioner Casey ruled that the 
Protective order was to be dismissed, and that the Petitioner had just abused the system to get what 
she wanted for her own gain, or benefit, and not for the purpose of personal safety that Protective 
orders were designed. Commissioner Casey immediately dismissed the Protective Order, additionally 
saying that the Petitioner used such tactic "as an act of trench war fare against the Respondent, and 
did not even concern herself about the safety of the children, only her selfish interests". 
69. This Order pertaining to the "agreement" of August 3, 2005, should also be dismissed, because it has 
been revealed that the Petitioner abused the children and others while living in the marital residence. 
New information that was not allowed to be presented to the Custody Evaluator, because of 
unknown reasons, has been made known to the Respondent. Such facts are supported by others yet 
to be involved in this matter, and yet have expressed the facts to other entities or authorities. This 
was made known to the Respondent after such time as the Petitioner left the State, and the 
Department of Child and Family services have been unable to properly investigate the facts since the 
minor children are no longer Utah residents. California Department of Child Protective Services are 
not willing to investigate abuse of children or others in the home that did not happen in California. 
Therefore, this order should thus be dismissed, and the children properly returned to Utah, where all 
the facts, and dangers or harm to the children can be properly disclosed, investigated, and the children 
can be protected, and served by the agencies to protect them, and the Petitioner should not be 
afforded the advantage of not having to stand accountable for her actions of abuse she inflicted onto 
the children. 
70. The oldest troubled daughter has also made some other false threats, against the Respondent, and the 
court, or guardian, or counsel, or other agencies should not be allowed to continue with the false 
notion against the Respondent, without the facts being able to be dealt with properly, and the 
Respondent properly exonerated, rather than left to be influenced by the false accusations and 
inferences of the troubled child, who the Custody Evaluator noted was so influenced by the 
Petitioner, that in speaking to the troubled minor child of 13 to 14 years old, it was more like hearing 
the Petitioner herself sit there and talk. The Custody Evaluator also conveyed this to the court in the 
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4-903 conference. With so many different players involved in the August 3, 2005 hearing being so 
different than those in attendance to the 4-903 conference, the Petitioner was able to pull the wool so 
to speak over the different Judge of the court and the new guardian. The same holds for the required 
ongoing counseling that the Evaluator stated should begin with the troubled child, and the 
Respondent. 
71. The Petitioner also fraudulently misrepresented her intentions, or actions to the court when she 
represented that she would comply with listing the parties properties for sale. It was not disclosed, 
that the Petitioner had all ready acted to incorporate her own hand selected realtor for such purpose. 
Such was a personal friend, or collaborator with the Petitioner. The Petitioner has many personal 
friends involved in the field of Real Estate. The Petitioner could incorporate any or many of those 
same friends or such into the Petitioner's scheme to further misrepresent to the court, and defraud the 
Respondent and other third parties. Since the time of the "agreement", the Petitioner has refused to 
list the properties for sale with a non-involved, unbiased realtor, or accept the issue of realtor fees 
paid for the sale of the parties properties, as the Petitioner had represented to the court that she 
would conform to, or abide with. Additionally, the Petitioner in the objections to the "agreement" 
objects to the commercial wording of such item in the "agreement". Does the Petitioner desire to 
have the property valued at commercial or residential amounts? The properties all sit in the middle of 
residential zoned areas, and the properties are not suitable for a gas station or store or the like. The 
actions and intentions of the Petitioner are just thrown out to the court without any evaluation of the 
cause or effects of such misguiding and misrepresentations by the Petitioner. 
72. The Petitioner has still failed to return all of the items to the Respondent, that was required by the 
many previously issued court orders to do so. The Petitioner has now caused such items to be taken 
by herself back to California in the packing and shipment of the parties property that the Petitioner 
required to happen long before the court even rewarded the Petitioner with the order that notice was 
provided thus allowing the Petitioner to move to California. Again, the Petitioner ordered the parties 
property to be packed and loaded and shipped away in advance of the hearing to give more influence 
on the issue of if the Petitioner was allowed to leave. 
73. This Order should also be dismissed because the Petitioner represented to the court that the Petitioner 
would be responsible for the mortgage payment due on the marital residence until such time as it was 
sold. Recent new information made available to the Respondent shows that the Petitioner has failed 
to make the mortgage payment due on the marital home, and now Wells Fargo Mortgage company is 
contacting the Respondent requiring payment. Additionally, the Petitioner failed to disclose the fact 
to the court of her intention to violate the parties mortgage agreement on the parties marital home, 
abandoning the residence, and leaving the home as no longer "owner occupied" is a direct violation of 
both the mortgage contract on the home, and the insurance coverage contract on the residence. Both 
entities feel it is a breach of their contract, and also places the property that they mortgage, and insure 
at greater risk for loss both financially, and hazard or property damage as well. Additionally, the 
Petitioner failed to disclose her actions while residing in the home that caused the property to become 
legally, and structurally uninsurable, and devalued in value. This fact was not available to the 
Respondent, until such time as the police reported the residence abandoned, and the mortgage and 
insurance companies representatives were able to do on-site inspections. The Respondent has been 
informed by the mortgage companies representative, that a notice of default has all ready been filed by 
the company on the marital residence, against the Petitioner, and Respondent. If the court was so 
informed, and aware of the Petitioners action to abandon the property and move away to California as 
the court surmised was the facts of the case in the August 3, 2005 court appearance, then the court 
itself failed to make appropriate order to so protect the creditors of the Petitioner and Respondent. 
The Respondent contends, that the court was also so mislead and misguided by the Petitioner, that 
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even the court was not made aware of the facts, and such was not disclosed, thus qualifying this 
Order to be deemed obtained under fraud or duress, and therefore, not valid or binding. 
74. The court failed to recognize in the barrage of jabbering to the court that the Petitioner's counsel 
makes to the court, that the same counsel granted three different persons the SAME RIGHT to buy 
the properties with the same right of first refusal. In conflict, how can three different persons exercise 
the same right of first refusal to buy the property, unless the same counsel was aware that the 
Petitioner had no intention of remaining in town to buy the property, and the Respondent did not hold 
any ownership right to begin with, thus further supporting the Petitioners intention to devise an 
unenforceable and void "agreement". Additionally, the same counsel was aware of other previously 
filed public documents that already gave the uninvolved third party the sole right to sell the parties 
marital home. Thus being pointed out, how then can counsel knowing all of that still attempt to have 
the court enter a order for and "agreement" that is totally invalid or void, unless same counsel or 
Petitioner attempts to once again "use the system" for their own personal gain or advantage to 
piecemeal this whole ordeal one item at a time, until they get all of the items for themselves, when in 
reality the issues on the whole are drastically unjust, and lacking due process, or violates the rights of 
the children, the Respondent, the creditors, the third parties, and so many others. This is truly a case 
similar to something thrown into a boiling hot pot will see and feel the pain and heat, and immediately 
jump out, compared to one that falls in complacency of tepid water, and allows the temperature to 
gradually increase until the person is lolled into acceptance of such that originally would have been 
viewed as inappropriate, inequable, and unjust. This is how the issues throughout this case have been 
allowed to be taken by the courts, and those others called to serve the children. Therefore, for justice 
to survive, this Order must be dismissed, as painful as it may appear to have to start again to properly, 
correctly, and rightfully close and dissolve the marriage of the parties, and to preserve the best that is 
available for the children, and their best interests and benefit. 
75. In the October 6, 2005 hearing on the proper notice being given to the Respondent, the court was 
very much aware of all of the evidence supporting a ruling favorable to the Respondent, and 
recognized and indicated such, that the notice provided the Respondent was not appropriate, or 
complete. The court went from party to party under the asking a specific set of questions. The court 
appeared to be hunting or fishing for the answer the court wanted to support a ruling unfavorable to 
the Respondent. When the court finally got to the guardian, the court asked the guardian a different 
question, thus changing the direction and purpose of the hearing. When the Guardian acknowledged 
that the Guardian was not a professionally trained person as to the psychological and emotional 
impact such a move would have on the children, and was not able to say professionally, what was in 
the children's best interests, the court allowed the guardians own attitudes to be presented as that of a 
professionally trained individual, and prevented any other cross examination or substantive discussion 
or presentation by any of the other three parties there as to what the guardian said, or evidence the 
guardian inferred existed, but failed to be able to present to the court or the parties. Then the court 
changed it's purpose, and ruled thus changing the purpose or allowed presentation of evidence. Such 
a slam dunk attitude demonstrated that the court was not going to let a favorable ruling for the 
Respondent happen, even though all the presented evidence supported. It appeared like the court was 
just looking for its puppet to supply a comment to support the court's pre-determined ruling. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss the order stemming from the August 3, 
2005 court appearance in it's entirety with prejudice that any other aspect of these proceedings that have, 
or may be affected, or influenced may also be free of such unjust influence. 
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THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss the ruling from the October 6, 2005 notice 
hearing, and any reliance on that ruling that has rippled through the proceedings 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order the children be immediately returned to the 
Respondent and enforce the prior order of September 2004. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to so order the minor children be presented for 
proper counseling, therapy, and evaluation as proper, and just involving the matters presented, and to 
include the Respondent, and Petitioner equally in such for the best interests of the children, and 
communication of such to all the parties. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss with prejudice the Custody Evaluation 
report as incomplete, inaccurate, and obtained by fraud and misrepresentation, and intimidation of the 
children, and order the Petitioner to repay the Respondent his expenses paid for such, and to repay the 
joint funds inappropriately taken by the Petitioner with interest. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order anything short of equal joint physical 
custody, and short of joint legal custody, and or allowing relocation of the minor children, order a 
separate new Custody Evaluation to include equally both parents and al of the minor children with the 
needed testing or evaluation as deemed appropriate, and the expense for such be paid for and provided by 
the party refusing to agree to and abide with joint physical and legal custody with significantly equal time 
of visitation awarded to each parent. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order all attorney fees incurred by all parties be 
paid for from Petitioner's own funds, and not from the property sale proceeds, since Petitioner's actions 
and misrepresentations and abuse of the system has caused such long drawn out matters in this court 
action. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order the minor children receive independent 
representation from the troubled child, and the expense of such counsel be provided by the parties 
themselves, and thus the children are not wards of, or expense to the state. Thus the children are free to 
choose the counsel that they feel best represent their interests and desires, and so their independent 
concerns, feelings, fears, and wishes can be properly represented before the court. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss the financial obligation of the America 
First Equity from consideration as joint marital funds, and such loan becomes the sole financial 
responsibility of Petitioner because of the crime of conversion the Petitioner used said funds in contempt 
of the court order preventing such personal use of funds without penalty, and since interest continues to 
be incurred, and the opportunity for the same equal use of said funds for Respondent's use is now 
impossible to restore the benefit the Petitioner enjoyed. 
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THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss from consideration joint marital assets the 
marital assets that the Petitioner refuses to pay for, and or has voluntarily elected to abandon. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order the Respondent to have equal parental rights 
and association with or to all three of the minor children, or order child support for any of the children is 
not required, since child support is used for the providing of housing, food, and other items that all three 
of the minor children are able to benefit from without restriction, and all medical insurance coverage 
expense paid by either party the is the same and benefits all of the children equally. 
THEREFORE, since the child Support and Alimony orders have just been temporary orders, the 
Respondent motions the Court to order any and all alimony to be dismissed nunc pro tunc to the date the 
Petitioner voluntarily terminated her employment, and or failed to report her alimony as taxable income, 
thus further misleading the authorities as to the Petitioner's financial status, and taxable income, and also 
enjoyed the frill Income Tax status (Head of House) that the Respondent has not been able to benefit 
equally from, or the Parties mortgage interest deductions that the Respondent was not able to deduct 
even for the partial year the Respondent was in the marital home and making the mortgage payment, and 
for the money from the mortgage and insurance companies, and I.R.S. and such were taken by Petitioner 
and deposited in her personal account or for her personal use, and can not be restored to the Respondent. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss the prior judgements against the 
Respondent and restore all applicable Income Tax deductions previously allowed and most equitably 
benefited for the children are both of the parties, they are not owned by one party. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Respondent's Objection # 1 
Petitioner & Counsel failed to 
represent the truth or facts & Motion 
for relief and to Strike 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
In the parties August 3, 2005 court appearance, Petitioner's counsel failed to represent to the Court, 
several pertinent facts of this case, and also outright lied to the Court regarding other aspects of this case. 
It is because of the omissions of material issues, the Court has failed to properly address needed and 
crucial aspects of this case, therefore, the final decree would be incomplete, and lacking the protection 
needed for others so affected. The "proposed agreement" is hence unworkable, un-enforceable, void, and 
null. Additionally, Petitioner uses such tactics of failing to recognize costs associated with the assets that 
Petitioner then wishes to enjoy ownership of, hence, with the Court failing to determine ownership of an 
asset, the Court also fails to assign financial liability of that asset as well to the parties. Thus allowing the 
Petitioner to gain all the benefits, without having to face any of the costs. Such practice for the Court to 
allow, or subscribe to is not only a breach of duty to protect the parties creditors, as well as a 
malfeasance of justice or lack of equity, that the Court professes to be a Court of Equity in divorce 
related matters. Such omission of pertinent facts prevents the Court from administering justice and being 
equitable. 
In the past proceedings, the Petitioner, and said counsel, have represented and maintained the position, 
that the parties jointly owned and jointly held property was joint marital property. However, the 
Petitioner and said counsel, have never stepped up to accept payment of any or even half of the majority 
of the joint marital property. 
Items and Facts Counsel Failed to Present for or to the Court 
1. Counsel failed to address ALL of the parties Joint debt that they share currently, or that existed at 
the time of separation, or when Temporary Orders were issued. Such debts are as follows: 
a) Mortgage amount of about $70,000.00 to P.N.C. Mortgage that Respondent caused to be 
paid during the course of this court action. 
b) Counsel failed to present the approximate $3,000.00 attributable to the P.N.C. mortgage 
amount that was assessed in late fees and penalties or foreclosure fees that arose because 
of Petitioner's disregard for payment of joint debts that were due on jointly owned 
property. 
c) Mountain America loan in the amount of $6,500.00 that Respondent has caused to be paid 
down to about $3,000.00. 
d) Sears credit card balance in the approximate amount of $3,000.00 that Respondent caused 
to be paid in full since the time of separation. 
e) R.C. Willey Charge account balance of approximate $ 2,100.00 that Petitioner required 
Respondent to pay in full prior to Petitioner filing for Divorce, but promised to repay 
Respondent. 
f) Approximate $9,000.00 of Property Taxes Petitioner caused Respondent to pay for the 
parties Condo property. 
g) Questar Gas bill on the Marital home that the Respondent paid after separation in the 
amount of $1,660.00, when in fact the Court had stipulated the Petitioner was to be 
responsible for the utilities at the marital home. 
h) Additional utilities accruing each month on or at the marital home, even though Petitioner 
abandoned the home. Some municipal services can not just be turned off, like sewer, 
garbage, and water without causing a health concern. Additional services are not to be 
turned of if it places persons health or safety in jeopardy. The Current valid standing 
Order of the Court orders Petitioner is to pay the utilities at the marital home, 
Additionally, the current valid and standing Order of the Court rules that IF Petitioner 
elects to move to California, the parties minor children are to reside with the Respondent 
in the marital home. 
i) The Court failed to rule how the $148,000.00 of mortgage and equity loan payments are 
to be made, if Petitioner vacates the marital home, and what percentage of ownership and 
or liability each party was attributable on the property held as Joint Tenants with rights to 
survivorship. Counsel failed to adequately present the Petitioner's relocation, thus the 
Court was left to not address the issue properly. 
j) Counsel represented to the Court, that the approximate $ 27,000.00 the Petitioner 
maintains as her debt, and removed Respondent's name from, is now the parties joint debt. 
Counsel failed to disclose that Petitioner has without the court's or Respondents 
permission taken funds from that account, thus causing the balance of the amount due to 
swell beyond $32,000.00. 
k) Counsel failed to present the parties Joint debt of about $26,000.00 that the Petitioner 
admits to in her sworn deposition admitted existed in October 2001 (after separation) that 
the Respondent has caused to be paid in full, and Petitioner has refused to pay any amount 
toward. 
1) Counsel failed to properly present, and or address the approximate $116,000.00 that 
Respondent caused to be paid in full to Countrywide Home Loans (about $68,000.00 due 
at the time of separation), and Petitioner represented to the Court her ownership of on 
what counsel represented at that time and since was Joint marital property. IF an item is 
Joint Marital property, then it is also Joint marital debt. 
m) Counsel failed to present the approximate total of $25,000.00 of Joint marital expenses of 
condo association dues, that Petitioner refuses to pay, and Respondent had to pay, or 
cause to be paid, in order to protect the property from legal attachment or sale by the 
Homeowner's Association. The Standing Order of the Court, was that Temporarily 
Respondent was to "use his 'best efforts' to secure the property equity" until such time as 
the Court reviewed the issue for finalization or assignment in permanent Orders. 
Petitioner has refused to pay any of said expenses of such property ownership, and now 
wants to move in, and enjoy only the benefits of the paid for Joint Expenses. 
n) Counsel failed to present the approximate $ 1,400.00 of damages Petitioner incurred after 
separation, but the Respondent was forced to pay on what Petitioner claims was one of 
the parties jointly owned vehicles. 
o) Counsel failed to present to the Court the asset or liability of the cemetery plot and burial 
expenses of the Respondent's Father, but are held in joint names of the parties. This 
approximate $4,600.00 amount was presented to the Court at the time of separation, but 
hence conveniently forgotten by the Petitioner. Now the Petitioner and her counsel are 
attempting to hold such burial plot of Lewis Stone hostage, now that Respondent has 
caused for it to be paid in full. Such actions prevent the property from being placed in the 
Respondent's parents Trust until such time as the proper ownership is transferred from the 
Petitioner. This act of "hostage type negotiation" with the sacred burial place of the 
deceased family member, on the part of the Petitioner should be viewed by the Court as 
deplorable and unethical. Without the Court's intervention, the Petitioner or her counsel, 
a dead body in a grave for ransom or control or intimidation of the Respondent, or others. 
p) Counsel failed to present as the joint debt of the parties the approximate ampount of 
$7,500.00 that the Respondent has paid, or caused to be paid in Property taxes assessed 
the parties Joint marital property located on Promenade Drive. 
q) With the Court not having all of the facts presented regarding the Property Taxes paid or 
due and payable on all 3 properties the Petitioner claims are Joint Marital property, it is 
undetermined what party is able to claim those amounts as Income Tax Deductions. 
r) With all the numerous mis-representations, and lacking of ethical consideration and 
representation by counsel and the Petitioner, the Court was not in a position to properly 
rule as to what party is allowed to claim what interest amount on whose income taxes. 
This holds for the year of separation, as well as for every year since, including the current 
year. This also creates great opportunity for error, and headache for the Petitioner 
Respondent, Creditors, and the I.R.S. For example: The Mortgage Interest reported by 
Wells Fargo Mortgage on the Melony Drive property is reported under the Respondent's 
Social Security #. This amount is approximately $10,000.00 per year of Tax Deductible 
Mortgage Interest. The Petitioner has on her own without any Order of the Court, 
claimed that full amount on her Income Taxes each and every year of this separation, even 
the entire amount that was reported for the part of the year that the parties were not 
separated (2001). The Mortgage interest reported by America 1st Credit Union is reported 
under the Petitioner's Social Security #, since it is on her own account. However, the 
manner in which the Petitioner's counsel directed the court to believe, that loan amount as 
mis represented to the Court, is Joint marital debt obligation. If the Court views that 
amount as Joint Marital debt as it intimated, then the Court should thus allow or Order the 
interest is allowed to be claimed equally by both parties as a Joint marital asset. 
s) The Court previously ruled that the Petitioner and the Respondent were to pay for their 
respective remaining portions of the Custody Evaluation from their Joint Income Tax 
refund of 2000 ($1,750.00 Each). Counsel failed to disclose to the Court, that the 
Petitioner failed to use their equal allocation of the Income Tax Refund that was 
attributable to them alone, and considered their equal rightful share, and instead, the 
Petitioner withdrew approximately $3,000.00 of the funds she was required to pay to the 
Custody Evaluator as her dedicated portion of payment, from the funds that counsel 
represents to the Court are Joint marital debt funds (America 1st Equity Line in 
Petitioner's name). When such examples of the Petitioner's immoral conduct, and lack of 
willingness to be bound by Court Orders, and behavior was presented to the Custody 
Evaluator as required to be considered per Rule 4-903 of Uniform Custody Evaluations 
Section (E)(1) & (viii) and section (G), as specifically stated in the Rule, the Respondent 
was viewed negatively by the Evaluator, and subsequently reported such negative 
perception. Petitioner withdrew those funds from the Equity line to pay Dr. Davies, and 
then when Dr, Davies refunded those funds to Petitioner, Petitioner freely spent them for 
her own use, and failed to return them to the Equity line. Again, the Petitioner attempts to 
withhold information and facts in an effort to direct the court to rule in the Petitioner's 
favor of having these debts ruled Joint marital debts when in fact the account is the sole 
responsibility of Petitioner. The Petitioner attempts to inflict injustice and hurt, and lack 
of fairness upon the Respondent, because of the financial condition and poverty of the 
Respondent, just to get what benefit the Petitioner can for herself. 
Petitioner was previously ordered to provide medical insurance coverage for the parties minor 
children, and thus was to provide medical insurance coverage information to the Respondent. 
Petitioner has failed to provide that information to the Respondent. The children have come 
under needing medical attention, and have received such service. The Petitioner has failed to 
provide Respondent with the appropriate medical insurance coverage information, thus, the full 
bill of the amount of medical care services is being assessed for the parents responsibility for the 
debts of their children. 
The Court accepted the Petitioners representation, and taking away the parental rights of the 
Respondent to the oldest minor child Brittney, yet failed to specifically determine the financial 
aspects of such like medical expenses, insurance coverage, pendency for insurance, and daycare or 
other expenses. 
The Petitioner represented that Respondent was allowed to claim one child as an Income Tax 
Deduction one year, and two children as Tax Deductions the next year. The Petitioner has 
refused to provide the needed paperwork for the Respondent to do so. The Petitioner has been 
allowed to claim all three of the minor children as Income Tax Deductions for five years as Head 
of House with the Respondent not allowed to any of the Income Tax benefits of any of the kids. 
The Petitioner gets unequal tax advantage that the Respondent has not been allowed to have the 
equal treatment or consideration. The Court has not allowed Respondent to take Tax Deductions 
because of amounts that the Petitioner represented was owed her, but the Court did not take into 
account all the great sums of money the Petitioner owed the Respondent, stating it had to be put 
off til later. Therefore, the Respondent was unfairly denied the same rights as the Petitioner based 
on the mis representations and inaccurate information presented to the court and promise to 
resolve the issue fairly later, and the Court failed to stick to their promise of equally dealing with 
the pending trial issues at the time. Respondent needs the same consideration to be able to enjoy 
the same Income Tax advantage the Petitioner gets to enjoy, rather than disallowing such because 
of the outward hostility of the Petitioner toward the Respondent. 
The Petitioner failed to allow Respondent to have the Court Ordered extended parent time as 
directed by State Statute. State Statute allows provisions for the Respondent to pay less Child 
Support for the month that the children are visiting with the Non-Custodial Parent. No allowance 
for such was given the Respondent by O.R.S. because Petitioner would not let such month of 
visitation time occur, even though Petitioner represented that Respondent would be allowed 
visitation as Statute directs or allows. Consequently, the "perceived" agreement becomes a 
SHAM OF JUSTICE, rather than an Order to be a Supplemental Decree. 
Petitioner and her counsel denied the Respondent many specific State Statute directed visitation 
and Parent Time because of their anger, or because they were reported for doing what was 
inappropriate. Specifically, Mr. Chipman said Respondent"... would not get the proper 24th of 
July parent time because he (Respondent) reported the Visitation interference" to the proper 
agency. 
Additionally, Petitioner via counsel agreed to allow Respondent make up visitation for time they 
denied Respondent his rightful minimum visitation with the children. Then the Petitioner 
represents to the Court that the Respondent would be allowed additional time with the children 
as presenting herself as doing extra than required in the Court's view, when in fact, Respondent 
has not been allowed even the minimum visitation time allowed by State Statute. This type of 
DOUBLE SPEAK only serves to misinform and unethically mis-direct the Court in hopes of a 
favorable outcome for the Petitioner in this and other cases the Petitioner is embroiled in. 
Petitioner represented to the Court that she would maintain the house payment on the marital 
home (Melony Drive) until such time as the house might sell as the Court was told needed to 
happen to resolve the longstanding financial matters. However, not only did the Petitioner refuse 
to list the property for sale with the mutually agreed Realtor, the Petitioner continued to not sign 
the listing agreement. The Petitioner has stopped paying the Wells Fargo Mortgage for the past 
two monthly payments. Thus placing the property in financial jepordy, and requiring the 
Respondent or others to make the payment of face loosing all possible avenues for their validated 
relief or repayment of their prior expenses. The Petitioner is completely unreasonable. 
Petitioner's Counsel professes a sale of the property is looming, however fails to agree to listing 
the property, pay the Realtor fees, or provide the ordered $ 750.00 Earnest money. The 
Respondent on the other hand has done everything he is capable of in order to comply with the 
"perceived" or mis-directed or mis-represented Order of the Court, that was noted by the Court 
can not be forced upon the parties. 
The Court has previously ruled that because of the financial poverty condition of the Respondent, 
that the Court would not allow proper presentation of the facts of the case as presented to the 
court through an expert or professional (see Order of ) regarding the children unless 
the Respondent also was to pay more than his equal share of the Custody Evaluation. Because of 
all of the other financial obligations that the Respondent was forced to pay for and behalf of either 
the Petitioner's actions, or for the Joint marital properties, with the promise of the Court to 
resolve them later, the Respondent was denied the opportunity to incorporate the proper 
professionals into the case for the facts to be know to the Court. This implication of the 
deprivation of ones rights based solely on their Financial status or standing is sheer injustice, and 
due in part because of the failure of the Petitioner to allow proper presentation of the financial 
facts and control that her actions or lack there of, place on the Respondent. 
Petitioner's Counsel attempts to use the "perceived" Order or "Supplemental Decree" even 
though not agreed to, signed, or valid or complete, or enforceable, to influence other pending 
Court cases. The Court hearing on October 6, 2005 only regarding Notice of Relocation was so 
influenced inappropriately. Counsel also attempts to influence the insurance Fraud case against 
the Petitioner for inappropriate insurance claim. Petitioner's Counsel also attempts to use the 
invalid Supplemental Decree to influence and intimidate the Respondent, and deny the 
Respondent his due Process rights and constitutional rights, the Petitioner also attempts to use 
the invalid Supplemental Decree to influence the proper investigation of the children's safety and 
wellbeing by D.C.F.S., counselors, and their counsel or Representatives or advocates. 
11. Petitioner attempts to represent to the Court that all matters or claims between the parties were 
resolved with this Supplemental Decree, when in fact if you listen to the tape, and use the 
Transcript as the Court said would be the Order, the only agreement is that claims for any and all 
daycare amounts would be dismissed between the parties. 
12. Upon further analysis of the recorded video, Petitioner's counsel attempts to assign the first 
$5,000.00 of the sale proceeds of the properties to three different parties. Such a practice of 
three times selling the same thing is known as fraud. With the unethical conduct of said counsel, 
it is unknown how he views such practice other than standard practice for him. 
13. Upon further analysis of the recorded proceedings, said counsel also attempts to give the 1st right 
of refusal away to three different parties at the same time. With such a scheme, such action if not 
conceded by two parties requires further court intervention. Again, counsel is attempting to give 
away something that he does not have three of merely to mis-direct the court. 
14. Additionally, with the Supplemental Decree as it has been mis-represented to the Court, enters an 
agreement between parties that do not have any legal right to give away, sell, or be bound by the 
stipulations of the "perceived" agreement. 
15. The Court failed to assign the Realtor fees to the party wishing to sell the respective party. There 
is no reason that the expenses of selling the property should be deducted from the other person's 
equity that is not desirous of such sale of the property. This was also a result of the influence and 
mis-direction to the Court by the Petitioner's Counsel, and thus the Court finds itself in the wrong 
because of the actions of the Petitioner. 
16. Petitioner's Counsel agreed to the agreement if he got his money, and stated on the record, that 
there was no agreement if he did not get his money. Therefore, as per that stipulation alone, there 
is no agreement, or anything to be enforced or used to influence future matters like the October 6 
2005 hearing and other issues. 
17. Petitioner's Counsel failed to disclose to the court that his "attorney fees" of nearly $100,000.00 
not from this case alone, but were the total of all 5 or more representations he has had 
representing the Petitioner, where he has not been allowed to collect, or even rightfully ask for 
attorney fees awarded to him. Such counsel is using this case and position to be unrightfully 
enriched at the expense of someone not even a party to this case at that time. 
18. Because of the mis-representations to the Court by Petitioner's Counsel, the Court failed to order 
the "award" for attorney fees to be considered solely on the responsibility to the Petitioner, and 
thus inflicted the fees to dilute the equity of a property owner still not a part of this court action at 
that time, or even since, except for their own issue yet to even be heard by the court. 
19. Knowwing of the representation of counsel of Ann required court to pull someone from the 
audience to further thus influence or pursuade the court for his view or direction 
Such lacking of a factual presentation of all of the issues to the Court also serves to influence 
inappropriately other pending matters related to others not involved with the Divorce, but entangled in 
the web of injustice or inequity of fairness to the parties so involved otherwise as well as incomplete duty 
to protect other creditors also involved. 
The court failed to establish ownership and liability of the parties and properties. Therefore, distribution 
of, refinancing of, or liquidation of the properties, or payment of their applicable taxes, maintenance and 
repairs in impossible, and contrary to Judicial Economy, and is in contrast to due Process, or due 
diligence to provide a decree or Order free from error and negligence. 
The Court has been, and continues to be mis-directed by the Petitioner and her counsel, thus the Court 
failed to provide for such in its "presumption" of an agreement existing, thus opening itself up for 
scrutiny of error even farther. The Court ruled that it can not force the agreement upon the parties, yet 
has so acted to force the agreement onto the parties, as rife with errors and mis-representation of the 
facts as it is. It is the Responsibility of the District Court to ensure the Orders it issues are free from 
error. With the mis-representations of the Petitioner and her counsel, the Court does not have all the 
information needed to ensure its Orders are free from error on matters they can and should control. 
A few of the lies, that Petitioner's counsel presented to the Court 
Petitioner's Counsel represented to the Court as late as September 7th 2005 that Petitioner was not 
moving to California when it presented documents with undetermined, and unspecified aspects. 
However, the Court is mis-directed by such counsel in thinking that proper 60 day notice was given to 
the Respondent. The mere act that Petitioner represented to the court causing her to voluntarily resign 
and relocate was not even made known to the Petitioners own employment managers until about the 
same week that the Petitioner resigned (September 6, 2005) and also give notice of relocation to the 
Respondent. 
Petitioner's Counsel represents to the Court that the Petitioner is without wrongdoing, and her hands are 
clean, when in fact, the Petitioner's actions are contemptuous, illegal, and NOT IN THE BEST 
INTERESTS OF THE CHILREN. 
On August 3, 2005 Petitioner's Counsel stated in open Court for the Record that previously Annabelle 
Stone attempted to join the divorce case with counsel Bruce Reading, when in fact no such action was 
initiated by Annabelle Stone prior to August 6, 2005 hearing. Mr. Chipman always throws out such 
untruths as he seems fit to influence a party or entity for what direction that he wants them to think or be 
directed. 
Petitioner's counsel lied on numerous time when he either promised Respondent could have make up 
parent time, and then dis-allowed any, or failed to accommodate it. 
Petitioner's Counsel failed to respond to the Respondent's request for extended Parent time as allowed in 
Statute for Summer vacation until there was not enough time left in the Summer for the Respondent to 
enjoy the full time allowed with the children. 
In Open Court, the Petitioner's counsel represented to the court that Petitioner was still using the parties 
only operating vehicle (Suburban), and Respondent's use of such would be too much of an imposition to 
the Petitioner. When in fact, said counsel was well aware of the vehicle sitting in the side yard covered 
with a foot of snow for months without any tracks in the snow as many pictures taken over the course of 
months will show, or the vehicle was sitting at an off site location for the Petitioner to hide it. 
Many times the Court ruled that the Respondent was to go to the marital home to retrieve the 
Moving 
Previously in open court, Petitioner 
THEREFORE, because of all of the information withheld and mis-represented by Petitioner and counsel, 
the "perceived" agreement should be deemed void, unenforceable, and set aside or struck, and both 
counsel AND Petitioner should be held responsible and accountable for such action. Consequently, 
maintaining such an agreement as in force and valid only because the Court used that to rule on the other 
hearing of the parties on October 6, 2005 is also not grounds to keep a void and unenforceable Order in 
tact and or legally binding on the Respondent, since the time to object to such Court hearing and Order of 
August 3, 2005 has not yet passed. 
The Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, of Vacating the mis-"Perceived" 
Order of August 3, 2005. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Tab 3 
ADDENDUM "3" 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motions for separate counsel, 
for Child Welfare, & for the 
Preservation of the Minor's right to 
proper representation & Affidavit & 
Motion to produce documents 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Please see attached Notice of Appearance of Counsel, and Affidavit of counsel. 
It is respectfully acknowledged by the Respondent, that such communication and use of vocabulary 
though true is possibly not the best choice of words for the court to view the Respondent unbiased and in 
an impartial light. However, where else but in court should the truth be said, and accepted, and the facts 
presented? If Respondent appears to lack humility, it is only because of the passion a Father has for his 
children, and the pleading of the children asking for the court to listen to them and help them, and the 
heart ache the Respondent experienced by the children being unrightfully ripped away from him, and the 
frustration felt by having so many things in this long ordeal not properly dealt with, or favoritism's 
extended only because of the Gender of one party, or the lack of financial responsibility enforced or 
inflicted upon a party, and the resultant loss of what matters most to the children, and that is they have 
lost their Father. 
As Respondent's prior counsel stated, "she can't cause a personality transplant to occur, such that the 
people will accept the truth and deal with it fairly to correct all the wrong that has happened in this case". 
This is Respondent's attempt to bring some of the currently troubling, and ongoing issues to light. 
Additionally, the children discussed in this divorce matter, are OUR CHILDREN, they are not the 
Respondent's children solely any more than they are Petitioner's children solely. The children are not 
property to be owned by one party or the other, nor are they the property of any of the counsels to 
advance their own careers or dislikes against either party. Respondent has strived tirelessly only to be a 
Father to the children, and to involve BOTH parents equally in their rearing, and development, and love. 
Respondent does not wish to give up on his children, not does the Respondent want to walk away from 
the opportunity and responsibility to be involved in their life and guide them to be better individuals 
throughout their life. 
Because of the urgent need to resolve so many unresolved matters, and that Respondent's counsel, 
Respondent himself, along with the Court's expressed uncertainty of Respondent's representation, along 
with the potential that a long delay in hearing these issues that could further prejudice inappropriately this 
case, and respective outcome, and without trying to dishonor the previous court's warning or 
admonition, the Respondent attests to the following, and Respondent submits this motion and affidavit in 
support of the party's minor children to be allowed to exercise their right to proper representation as such 
that will represent their interests, as well as the Best Interests of the children. Additionally, the party's 
minor children express a strong desire, as well as exhibiting a need to have frequent and Meaningful 
parent time with the Respondent. The Petitioner has failed to allow that to happen, and in accordance 
with State Statute should be found in contempt, and the minor children should be immediately returned to 
their former residence in the State of Utah. The minor children's current Guardian ad Litem has been 
inattentive to the needs of the children, or to the prior court hearings and Orders (where previous 
Guardians had represented), and has acted such to disregard State Statute that the children are in dire 
need for frequent, regular, often, meaningful, time with BOTH PARENTS. The court had also heard 
such, and so ruled that such should happen. 
The minor children are entitled to proper representation in this and any other matter involving them in any 
court proceeding. 
The Trial Court has appointed the same counsel to represent all three (3) of the minor children involved. 
Such counsel has proven to be ineffective, and ignorant of the issues involving all of the children, and 
disrespectful of the children's rights, or interests. It has been proven, and previously stated on the record, 
that the three minor children are in conflict with each other. Namely Brittney, opposes anything that the 
other two children want, and has engages in much conflict, threats, violence, intimidation, with them, and 
abuse of them. Brittney does not speak for the other two minor children, yet the children's counsel has 
only acted upon the wishes of Brittney, and has disregarded the wishes, or interests of the other minor 
children. 
The current Guardian ad litem has been informed the children's lives have been threatened, that the 
children's family pet has been threatened to be killed, if the two younger children did not do or say what 
Brittney the oldest child wanted said or done, also that the Respondent's life was threatened by Brittney 
as well. All this and much more was made known to the Guardian, and yet she refused to allow any 
involvement with the children's counselor and the Respondent. Not to mention, that the children's 
counselor(s) have enjoyed unfettered relationship, and association with the Petitioner for the entire four 
years of these proceedings. Here the Guardian inflicts her amateur opinion as science and acts both as the 
children's counselor, therapist, and legal counsel. What's next?, is the Guardian ad Litem going to serve 
as the children's spiritual advisor and doctor as well all with her lone law credentials? Neither has the 
Guardian ad Litem felt it was harmful for Brittney a then 11-13 year old to either drive cars on the road 
with other children present, or have a 19 year old boyfriend, or to steal without recourse. Lately, it was 
evident that the Guardian though aware of the sexual abuse leveled against ALL THREE of the children 
by the hands of the person the Petitioner selected to care for the children, was anything wrong, and has 
failed to act on it at all. This was magnified again just recently, when Brittney the oldest Daughter 
admitted that she was molested by this same person, and yet she and the Petitioner failed to do anything 
about it because of getting the Petitioner's friend in trouble. Consequently, the two younger children 
were molested by this same person, and the Guardian does not feel that subjecting the two younger 
children to such sexual abuse for so long, is wrong of Brittney (her client) or the Petitioner who the 
Guardian favors for not creating any waves in this case, and whom plays the "Victim" role in all of this. 
Nowhere in this whole ordeal, has the Guardian acted such, or represented such that her client Brittney 
needs to be accountable for her own actions, or be bound to uphold the law, or treat any of the other 
parties involved with the least amount of civility or respect. Thus, such free spirit, and liberalism, the 
Guardian is also assuming the role of parent, and is demonstrating favoritism to one of her three children, 
and ignoring the others. 
Respondent is fearful for the children's safety at the hands of the Guardian, or with Brittney so loudly 
controlling the Guardian and the effects of this litigation, and intimidating the ones that need the most 
from the parents and the court. 
Previously it was presented to the Guardian ad Litem, as well as in a recent Juvenile Court proceeding, 
the facts of such combative and inappropriate conduct of children against their siblings was made known 
to the Guardian ad Litem. It is not proper for such combative clients to be represented by the same State 
appointed counsel. 
Additionally, amid the threats of violence upon the two younger minor children by Brittney, and admitted 
sexual abuse of Brittney, and the other minor children, the Guardian ad Litem has failed to even inquire of 
the children, or communicate properly with them. Instead, the Guardian has only represented one child's 
(the aggressor's) side of any court presentation intimating that such is the position of all the children. 
Such inaccurate position is not the position of the younger children Brooklynn and Brylee. 
Additionally, the Guardian has failed to provide such "Proof that she claims she has/ had in a recent 
court appearance, that such "imagined" proof was the pivotal point for a ruling so unfavorable for the 
two younger minor children. Such actions violate rules of evidence statutes and thus should not be 
allowed. 
So many times the cry is heard from the Guardians ad Litem in general that they are all so "overworked, 
and have such strenuous case loads, that they can not give their clients the personal attention that is 
needed". Respondent ventures to say that is so very true, unless the Guardian ad Litem sees where some 
small effort can help sway his or her case in her own favor, irrespective of the children's need, or sound 
psychological research. Therefore, the Respondent asks the court to grant the relief that the Guardian so 
desperately needs, and lighten their caseload by 3 so that the children can obtain the counsel and 
representation appropriate to their interests, and desires. 
For these MANY reasons, and many others, where the Orders of the Court, or the rights of the minor 
children have been violated by the Guardian ad Litem, is just and proper to have different counsel 
represent the minor children Brooklynn and Brylee, and Brittney. 
Additionally, Respondent motions the Court to require all information from or regarding all of the 
children, that they have personally written to be communicated to the court be immediately made 
available for determination of the minor children's true feelings or desires. ALL of the children should 
not be ignored, just because it promotes the cause of the Petitioner, or self justifies the job of the 
Guardian ad litem. If it is then there shown that the children truly represent different issues and needs, a 
different representative for them can be obtained. Additionally, if all of the children are representing 
different issues, desires, needs, and such to different parents, and the Guardian, then this matter can 
quickly be resolved. However, if it is the action of the Guardian ad Litem, that represents on false 
information falsely, or incorrectly presented to the court as though it was indicative of ALL of the 
children, and hence it is only representative of ONE of the children, then it is the duty of the court, and a 
right of the parents to have that information available to them. Thus, the Guardian can not falsely 
represent to the court what really is not the Best Interests of the children, not the Respondent, and the 
pursuit of legal counsel to continue this matter to an equitable finish. 
I know the two minor children have a strong desire to live with the Respondent, and they have written 
many letters to have the Court be made aware of their desire, and needs, and fears. The Respondent 
would be amiss as a Father if he did not strive with all his energy of soul and might to get that which was 
best and most desired for his children. Additionally, Custody should not be given as a award to the 
parent solely to punish the other parent. Neither should custody be taken away from one parent just 
because of the parents desire to be treated fairly by the courts. The court has the statutes that allow Joint 
Custody, yet with inappropriate dealings, one parent is now lacking close geographical proximity to the 
other parent, thus influencing that Joint Custody will not be granted. The court, and Guardian are 
treading on the smallest of the children with their inflated egos of never doing anything wrong, or that 
they could never make a mistake. Such poor treatment should not be allowed to be inflicted upon the 
children, or the Respondent except for the one sided attitudes that exist. 
At the present time, all three of the minor children are being poorly represented at best by the same 
counsel. At the present time, the children are outside of the State of Utah and are also thus away from 
the opportunity to freely communicate, visit, or such with counsel so as to insure their rights and interests 
are protected. 
At the present time, the children are being represented by their fourth (4th) State appointed Guardian at 
Litem. Namely Robert Steele, Michelle Blomquist, Mandy Rose, all preceded the current Guardian at 
Litem Sharon Kishner. All of which to a major degree have failed the children as a whole or individually. 
In previous court hearings, it was ruled (and documented by recording as opposed to ill prepared Orders) 
that Respondent was to be allowed equal involvement with the children's counseling, and ongoing family 
therapy or family counseling was to continue between the Respondent, and the minor children and 
respective therapists. To date, after over four years, only one (1) therapy session has been allowed to 
transpire involving the Respondent, and any of the minor children. This is a disgrace that any counsel 
would allow such turmoil between family members to continue for so long, even in light of the 
recommendation of the Custody Evaluator in the Pre- Trial Conference held October 8, 2004. In such 
presentation from the Custody Evaluator it was presented, and noted by the court, that ongoing family 
therapy should continue with Respondent and his estranged Daughter Brittney. 
The Guardian has failed drastically to uphold this admonition of the Custody Evaluator, who previously 
was viewed by the Guardian as the expert in child psychological matters. Recently, however, the 
Guardian held herself out to be the authority on what was best for the children. The Guardian is thus 
representing something different than a Board Certified professional, or Bar certified Judiciary both 
acknowledged and recommended and subsequently ordered. The question of who is writing and breaking 
the law, or the Orders of the Court has to be asked. If such action is contrary to Statute, Contrary to the 
recommendations of professionals in the field, and contrary to the best interests of the children, why then 
is such deplorable action allowed by the uncertified, unprofessional, Guardian ad Litem, to offer such life 
changing directives even without a proper hearing of the facts, or evidence. Such malfeasance of office is 
itself grounds for dismissal from representing the minor children. 
Additionally, admission of outside counsel to represent the needs, wishes, interests, or desires of the 
minor children is also not new to this case. The guardian themselves set the precedence of having outside 
counsel aid or represent to this court in this matter, a minor child's wishes or desires, or interests. This 
outside counsel involving themselves in the affairs of the minor children was deemed appropriate if it 
forwarded the personal desires Petitioner or of the Guardian against the Respondent, but has not been 
allowed to the contrary, when the guardian's actions have been found to be negligent or lacking proper 
representation for the other minor children against the personal wishes of the petitioner, or personal 
attack of the Guardian against the Respondent. 
Such unequal double standard of justice should not be allowed to violate the rights of proper 
representation of the children as they need or desire. The Right To Proper Representation should be 
afforded the other children Brylee and Brooklynn that wish for outside counsel to represent them. These 
children have complained to the Guardian about the lack of representation that they have been given. 
The children have also requested that they be allowed to get an attorney that would represent their own 
desires, interests, and act on what is best for them as laid out by many other professionals in the field, and 
supported by State Statute, rather than the self pronounced "professional" Guardian that currently 
represents them. 
Such an attempt was initiated earlier, when counsel Frances Palaciaos was retained by the children, and 
attempted to intervene for Brooklynn and Brylee's benefit and represent to the court their interests and 
desires. The guardian, and the court violated the children's right to proper representation in denying the 
children their desired counsel. 
The Guardian ad Litem has already acted as Judge, Jury, and Executioner in this case, what else is the 
Guardian going to do, or be. 
A person's desire to have the truth presented to the court, and correctly dealt irrespective of improper 
delay tactics is not a grounds to punish the children, deny them their rights, for the actions of another 
party, nor is it grounds for denying any party their rights to fair and impartial treatment by either the 
court, counsel, or the Guardian ad Litem. 
Respondent Motions the court to dismiss current Guardian ad Litem counsel for other more appropriate 
outside counsel to represent the minor children's desires or interests as they feel is fit and proper, and 
who will serve them, and not the personal selfish desires of some other party, or justify their own 
existence. 
Respondent motions the court to so Order such that would allow Prior Counsel that the minor children 
Brooklynn and Brylee have previously requested to represent them, and who has also filed a notice of 
counsel to represent them (or other counsel that they desire to retain upon proper interview of them). In 
the current state of disarray that the children are forced to endure, the children are not assured proper 
representation or confidentiality, or freedom from intimidation by their older Sister Brittney as is 
currently, and has historically been inflicted upon them in the past. 
The Minor children are not found to be indigent, and have a personal ability to retain, and provide for the 
expense of their desired counsel, and therefore are not placed as a burden upon the precious resources of 
the great State of Utah. Anything different or contrary to such would not be in the Best Interests of the 
Children. The children have expressed a desire to spend their funds accordingly to bring them their own 
happiness, and peace. They have been forbidden by the Petitioner to so spend their resources on what 
they wanted in the past, and such prohibition of the Petitioner, or Court would also serve to violate the 
children's rights or freedoms afforded them. 
The minor children Brooklynn and Brylee are afraid of their Sister Brittney, and are fearful of their 
situation. Having been taken from the State of Utah, they are no longer afforded the safety of the Utah 
Department of Child and Family Services, or Child Protective Services. Additionally, the children report 
their E-mail and Phone privileges are seriously restricted or forbidden. State of Utah agencies refuse to 
investigate the children's poor treatment or intimidation or fear they faced prior to being taken from the 
State, because the agency reports they "do not investigate any matter for children living outside of the 
State of Utah". California CPS (Child Protective Services) also are not bound to investigate the poor 
treatment of children for activities that have occurred outside of the State of California. The minor 
children Brylee, and Brooklynn are in jeopardy, and fear, and trauma. 
It is highly observable that the Court in it's present state, along with the pending question of the 
Respondent's representation, is very nonchalant to the needs of the children, or their Best Interests, or 
the requirement for all parties to abide with State Statutes or prior Court Orders, so it is highly 
conceivable that the court will reject any motion presented by Respondent merely on the grounds of 
improper presentation of counsel, or because of the personal bias held against the Respondent by the 
court or the current Guardian. Such action remains a travesty of what is Best for the children, and a 
failure of the court system to protect the children and provide for them. 
Respondent motions the court to intervene, since the Petitioner has failed to provide proper notice at any 
time prior to or since moving out of State, a notice and schedule of visitation and expenses paid for such 
visitation for the minor children, and the Respondent. To date, almost one full month after the children 
were taken from their schools, and also taken from the State, the Petitioner has failed to enroll the minor 
children Brooklynn or Brylee into their appropriate school, thus the children are being restrained from 
receiving the proper education. Additionally, the said children have missed over VA of a year of school in 
the district they have been taken to, since that school started mid June 2005. This problem would have 
been alleviated if Proper and complete notice, and proper advance planning or hearing of the facts had 
been provided, or allowed or afforded by the Petitioner. Additionally, Respondent has not been formally 
notified of the children's address, school, daycare, or visitation allowed if visiting the children at their out 
of State location. As per previous Court Orders, the Respondent and Petitioner were to select the 
appropriate counselor(s) for the children's needs, and also the counselors were to decide, not the 
Petitioner, when the children's counseling was completed. Until such time, the Court has also ordered 
that the Counselors were not to be changed. None of this has happened as well, and should have been 
allowed to transpire, if proper notice of the anticipated move out of State was properly heard, and given 
appropriate consideration from professionals involved with psychological, and emotional stability and 
development of children, rather than just taking the representations of someone so hostile in this matter. 
Since nothing was ordered by the court in the move away notice hearing, then the parties are left with the 
State Statute governing Move Away (relocation) parameters, and these such are unenforceable, invalid, 
and inapplicable due to the lack of proper adjudication of the facts, and the realities of letting things go 
without proper and complete notice. This is Plain Error on the part of the court, and extremely evident 
because of the disdain the Court holds for the Respondent. Consequently, because of the gross error and 
problems attributable to the incomplete adjudication of the parties previous Hearing(s) the children 
should be immediately returned to the State of Utah, and re-enrolled in their appropriate schools, and 
continued family counseling as directed is available through State Statute to include an equal relationship, 
and involvement of the minor children and Respondent should thus be Ordered to cure the defects of the 
Court rulings, and Court Error. 
An incorrect inference or representation by counsel, or the Guardian in hopes to influence a case to their 
advantage or desire is unethical performance, and should be properly corrected and without denying the 
children or the Respondent of their rights. 
The Respondent Motions the court for a Writ of Assistance to 
1. Facilitate the minor children's return to the state of Utah so as to not influence this matter any 
further while waiting for the proper hearings and facts to be known to the court, and 
2. To facilitate the children's counseling, and to 
3. Compel the said counselors to abide by the Best Interests of the Children parameters and to 
equally involve the Respondent in and with the children's counseling. 
The Petitioner has denied the proper visitation time allowed by Statute. Namely Respondent's month 
long period of extended vacation time summer of 2005, and the 24th of July 2005. Respondent was 
denied said visitation time because Petitioners counsel refused to reply to Respondent's request for over 
three weeks, thus causing such delay to cause sufficient time pass that one month was not available until 
such time the minor children's school started. Additionally, Respondent was denied the proper statute 
directed July 24th period, because Petitioners counsel stated for the record "... [Respondent] he can't have 
his visitation since he reported [Petitioner's] violation of the visitation Statute". 
The minor children's PREVIOUS Guardian ad litem who was involved for the majority of the Guardian's 
involvement, and was well aware of the facts of this case, and was also most opposed to both the taking 
of the children out of State, and was opposed to enrolling the children a quarter or halfway through the 
subsequent school year, that he required that the Respondent allow monthly visits for the children, and 
that Respondent contribute considerably for the Petitioner's expense to travel back to Utah so the 
children could have Frequent, Meaningful associations with BOTH parents, even in the event that one 
parent elected to move away. He thought it was almost criminal to cause a child to miss out on so much 
of an education or school's education, curriculum, and instruction. However, the current Guardian ad 
Litem, in her lack of proper consideration of the facts, or outright indifference to the Best Interests of the 
Children, and lack of professional training, thus presented to the court without any evidence or fact that 
the children should be taken into such neglectful conditions. Additionally, the hearing that was held for 
such travesty to occur was held with false directive of the court, because the ONLY hearing that was held 
on this matter, was about the "Proper Notice", never was it allowed to be heard the facts or the evidence 
as to the move was in the Best Interests of the children. However, after such threat of the court "only to 
present on the 'proper Notice', the court then allowed the Guardian to expound and exhort her 
recognized unprofessional opinion as the only grounds to allow the children to be moved away from the 
comforts they enjoyed, the family that cared about them, and away from any school attendance, or proper 
living conditions or privacy, or safety. Again, such wrongful actions of the Guardian ad Litem, warrant 
dismissal of their representation of the children, and allowing the minor children to have their rightful and 
desired representation. 
It is further seen as improper to hold the welfare of the children, and the rights of the children and the 
rights of the Respondent "hostage" for a more pleasing forum or presentation from counsel. Therefore, 
an expeditious determination of these matters is hereby requested by Respondent, and the minor children. 
See attached copy of Exhibits and Order requiring the children to be retained here in Utah as noted 
above. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Having presented good cause, the Respondent asks the court for the following relief: 
1. Compel Guardian to produce the documents or letters the Guardian inferred were proof that ALL of 
the parties' minor children wish not to live in Utah, or are "fearful" of Respondent like she falsely 
represented in an October 6, 2005 hearing thus influencing the court against Respondent 
2. Dismiss the Office of Guardian ad Litem from representing the parties Minor children, because of the 
one sided treatment and lack of service rendered the minor children, and the children's expressed 
desire to obtain representation of their choice. 
3. Allow the minor children to select their own representation as they desire whom will represent their 
interests and serve them best, and who they would pay for themselves, thus eliminating the financial 
burden upon the State of Utah. Allowing the children their own selected representation, they could 
then be able to obtain representation in the location that they want, and would meet their needs and 
help promote their personal safety. 
4. Find the Petitioner in contempt for interference with the current standing Order of the Court allowing 
Respondent weekly parent time, and alternating weekends time with the minor children. 
5. Find the Petitioner should be found in contempt for failure to abide with the State Relocation Statute 
that dictates that the parent that fails to conform to the directed notice as outlined in Statute SHALL 
be found in contempt. 
6. Find that the Petitioner refuses to be bound by Statutes or Orders of the Court, and has failed to 
provide Respondent with a workable or enforceable Parent time schedule of times to provide the 
children and Respondent with at least weekly visits that could be Frequent, Meaningful, Regular, and 
needed visitation as was represented previously as needing to happen, as is the Order of the current 
valid Order of the court that is currently in effect. 
7. Find that Respondent, and the minor children are entitled to additional parent time together because 
of the outright habitual refusal by Petitioner to allow statute mandated parent time with Respondent. 
8. Find that the court should issue a Writ of Assistance to facilitate Respondent to retrieve the minor 
children and return them to Utah, until such time that all the issues related to the minor children can 
be properly settled, and the children's safety and school attendance can be assured, and properly 
investigated by Utah authorities, and the children might enjoy the full scope of the Best Interests of 
the children directives of State Statute. 
9. Until such time that the minor children are returned to Utah as is the current Order of the Court, find 
that all applicable related travel expenses for weekly visits and alternating weekend visits is to be paid 
for by Petitioner, since state Statute allows that no visitation should be withheld for failure to pay 
child support, and since there is such an uncertainty as to the existence and failure to pay the related 
travel expenses of the minor children since the Petitioner is the relocating party. 
10. Find and specifically rule what is meant and defined by State Statute of FREQUDENT and 
MEANINGFUL visits, such that specifics can be enforced, and applied, and properly planned on by 
Respondent. 
Todd Stone 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah » Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motions for separate counsel, 
for Child Welfare, & for the 
Preservation of the Minor's right to 
proper representation & Affidavit & 
Motion to produce documents 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on October , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Third District Court's applicable Clerk as well as other involved parties: 
Maiy Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
ADDENDUM "4" 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 ~ ' ; I 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) "> P ° I .«, "T C rw 1 
State of Utah T-i/Third Di&trict Court 
KY — -
u£PU^P^9Bp^trs Affidavit in Support of 
Joanne stone (Petitioner) Motion # 1 for finding of Petitioner 
in Contempt 
v. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Respondent asks the Court to review and hear this in it's entirety in some way or another, IF the Court 
refuses this to be presented Pro se, or requires such directly from said counsel, then to compel such 
"Stand By" counsel with a bar from standing Mute as has been previously demonstrated in the October 6, 
2005 hearing, when Petitioner's counsel represents that counsel failed to preserve the proper issues at 
trial. 
Respondent hereby attests to the following in support of a finding of the Petitioner's contempt by the 
Court: 
1. I am the Respondent in the foregoing matter. 
2. None of the following claims have been included in any prior claims or prayer for relief in this 
matter, and should not be considered as any matter currently before the court. Additionally, 
because of the new information that has been exposed, and the failure of the Petitioner to fully 
disclose such to the Respondent, IF any prior agreement was considered, it must be invalidated, 
and found to be fraudulent. 
a) On or around the Year 2004, the court having jurisdiction over this matter ruled that the 
party's Joint Funds were not to be used without the express approval of the Court. 
b) On or around the year 2004, the court having jurisdiction over this matter ruled that the 
remaining and outstanding costs to complete the previously ordered Child Custody 
Evaluation being performed by Dr. Mathew Davies was to be equally shared by both 
parties. 
c) On or around the year 2004, the court having jurisdiction over this matter ruled that funds 
from the party's Joint Income Tax Refund from Tax Year 2000, were to be expended to 
pay for the remaining outstanding fees to complete the Custody Evaluation. 
d) On or around the year 2004, the Petitioner received the funds assignable to her 
($1,750.00) from the party's Joint 2000 Income Tax Refund, and failed to pay those funds 
toward the Petitioner's attributable expense of completing the Custody Evaluation. 
e) On or around the year 2004, Petitioner used the 2000 Income Tax Refund funds, (that the 
Court having jurisdiction over this matter, had previously ruled were to be used for the 
explicit payment of the outstanding fees for completion of the Custody Evaluation), were 
spent by Petitioner contrary to Court Order, and subsequently spent by Petitioner on other 
personal expenses. 
f) On or around March 16, 2005, Petitioner obtained from America First Credit Union 
(Account # 392993-2) funds in the amount of $1,750.00 and requested those funds to be 
made payable to Dr. Mathew Davies (Exhibit #1). Interest continues to accrue on these 
funds taken from the Credit Union Account. 
g) On or around June 14, 2005, Petitioner again caused funds from the above referenced 
Credit Union Account to be withdrawn in the form of a check payable to Dr. Mathew 
Davies in the amount of $575.00 (Exhibit #2), Again, this amount is paid as the 
Petitioner's own amount previously ordered to be paid from Petitioner's own funds 
amounts required to be paid by Petitioner for the calling of her selected witness to appear 
in court, as previously recognized that Witness fees were, and still remain, the 
responsibility of the party so calling that witness to appear, and thus therefore should be 
paid from the Petitioner's own funds. Dr. Mathew Davies attests that these funds were 
returned to the Petitioner since his presence in court did not transpire. Subsequently, 
Petitioner has used these "returned" funds for her personal and private use, and has failed 
to "re-pay" them to the noted Credit Union Account. Interest continues to accrue on 
these funds taken from the Credit Union Account. 
h) On or around July 28, 2005, Petitioner again caused funds from the above referenced 
Credit Union Account to be withdrawn in the form of a check payable to Dr. Mathew 
Davies in the amount of $575.00, (Exhibit # 3). Again, this amount is paid as the 
Petitioner's own amount previously ordered to be paid from Petitioner's own funds 
amounts required to be paid by Petitioner for the calling of her selected witness to appear 
in court, as previously recognized that Witness fees were, and still remain, the 
responsibility of the party so calling that witness to appear, and thus therefore should be 
paid from the Petitioner's own funds. Dr. Mathew Davies attests that these funds were 
returned to the Petitioner since his presence in court did not transpire. Subsequently, 
Petitioner has used these "returned" funds for her personal and private use, and has failed 
to "re-pay" them to the noted Credit Union Account. Interest continues to accrue on 
these funds taken from the Credit Union Account. 
i) On or around February 25, 2005, Petitioner again caused funds from the above referenced 
Credit Union Account to be transferred to the Petitioner's private and personal credit card 
in the amount of $66.07. (Exhibit #4). Interest continues to accrue on these funds taken 
from the Credit Union Account. 
j) On or around August 30, 2005, Petitioner again caused funds from the above referenced 
Credit Union Account to be transferred to the Petitioner's private and personal credit card 
in the amount of $539.90. (Exhibit #5). Interest continues to accrue on these funds taken 
from the Credit Union Account. 
k) Respondent is unable to ascertain other amounts that were taken inappropriately by the 
Petitioner from this America First Credit Union Account because such far back historical 
data has not been readily provided to the Respondent by the Credit Union, but fear 
because of the exclusive use, and control of the funds in this and other accounts solely by 
the Petitioner, there may be other significant improper use of funds by the Petitioner that, 
failing a ruling of the Court, might be considered by the court to be jointly applicable. 
1) Additionally, such behavior of the Petitioner has placed undue financial burden and un-
needed interest charges upon the Respondent in the parties' joint Mortgage obligation or 
debts. 
m) Such actions of the Petitioner has caused the Respondent financial hardship because of the 
Respondent's inability to privilege or access to the same funds available and also taken by 
the Petitioner, and not allowed to be used for Respondent's personal debts and financial 
obligations. Therefore manipulating and influencing Respondent's payment for his 
representation of counsel. 
n) When the only occasion availed itself for the Respondent to be allowed communication 
with the children's counselor and child, on or around July 2005, the Petitioner required the 
counselors to collect the entire amount due from the Respondent before allowing the 
session to even assemble or take place. Such treatment by the counselors because of the 
directive and orders of the Petitioner to the counselors have caused the Respondent to 
incur additional unnecessary costs of $300.00 (Exhibit # 6) along with additional dis-
favorable treatment from the therapists or counselors. 
o) The Custody Evaluator communicated that he would meet with Respondent to review the 
additional desire of the Guardian ad litem and also allow the Respondent to again bring the 
minor children for additional information and interview. Since the Petitioner and or the 
Guardian ad litem have advised him otherwise, and or misrepresented the facts to him, the 
Custody Evaluator has thus been denied an equal and unbiased opportunity to renew his 
evaluation. 
p) Respondent has been harmed in the pre-conceived attitude of the Custody Evaluator, and 
in the eyes of the Court for Respondent's inability to offer payment for his Court Ordered 
portion of the financial obligation to and for the Custody Evaluation and subsequent 
findings and report. All the while, Petitioner abuses her position and control of the 
Parties' joint funds and appears to be paying her assignable court ordered portion of 
required fees. Hence, with the facts being made known, Petitioner has invalidly, and 
corruptly appeared to comply with the Court Orders and subsequently gain favor of the 
Evaluator, when in fact the Petitioner disregarded and disobeyed Court Orders on multiple 
occasions and thus used what might be considered Joint funds for payments of Petitioner's 
sole financial responsibilities. 
3. Because Petitioner was able to gain the Court's favor and get what she wanted, that being: 
i) Sole Custody of the children, 
ii) Allowed to move with the children to California, 
iii) No visitation travel expense to be paid by Petitioner, 
iv) No visitation or parent time allowed for Respondent either in California, or in 
Utah, 
v) No payment of her Attorney fees to her attorney, 
vi) No financial responsibility to any debt, 
vii) No requirement to notify Respondent of the children's school or daycare, 
viii) No requirement to remain employed or required income level to maintain, 
ix) No housing or other children's needs to provide them required, 
x) The full tax advantages and all the income derived from not having to share 
custody. 
THE PETITIONER continues to stall, delay, and obstruct anything else from being 
resolved in this as well as the many other court actions against the Petitioner. 
Now in California, and free from any DCFS ability to investigate the past treatment of the minor 
children, and away from the safety net supposedly set up to ensure the best treatment of the 
children by both parents, the Petitioner does not feel an urgency to settle, or abide with other 
directives of the Court, or Arbitrate the other seriously involved matters, now that the Petitioner 
was granted all that she wanted by the Court. 
It has recently been brought to the knowledge of the Respondent that the minor children were 
coerced into stating to the Custody Evaluator, and others as well as the Guardian ad Litem, 
different than what the truth really is. The minor children told the Respondent thatu . . . we only 
said what we were told to say, Dad, we did not say the truth...". 
The two minor children report to the Respondent that they have felt threatened to say what they 
were told. Namely Brooklynn and Brylee report that if they did not tell Dr. Davies, their Mom, 
and others what Brittney wanted them to say, that "Brittney would kill Mr. (?'. Italics and 
emphasis added). Mr. G is Brooklynn's pet. The fear the kids feel is traumatic to them. The 
Guardian ad litem has also been apprised of these matters, and has failed to act upon them, or act 
for the welfare of the younger children, and has allowed the children to continue to be subject to 
such threats, danger, and hostility and allow such to go unchecked, all to further the Guardian's 
"other" client's (Brittney) position of hatred toward the Respondent. Such emotional trauma and 
intimidation for such young and vulnerable children is traumatic and devastating, and should not 
be allowed to continue out of bounds of the peace and safety the minor children felt with the 
Respondent, and away from the investigative ability or power of the Utah D.C.F.S. 
It has recently been pointed out, that every time the two minor children were taken to the Custody 
Evaluator by the Petitioner, and most (if not every time) to the counselors, Brittney was with the 
other two minor children, thus accompanying them to the door at least to continue her presence 
and threat against the other two minor children. Therefore, the children were unable to feel free 
to speak openly about the truth, or their desires they felt, thus further promoting Petitioners cause 
of agenda. This phenomenon was further noticed when the children were waiting to see the 
Guardian ad litem in her office waiting area. Brittney refiised to allow Brooklynn say or go where 
or what she wanted to do. Brittney mouthed the words to Brooklynn, so as to control 
Brooklynn's actions. 
All the while the Petitioner was receiving Church and public assistance, the Petitioner was 
accumulating a small fortune know as D.M.B.A. funds. Records indicate that Petitioner was able 
to take about $25,000.00 to $30,000.00 with her when she moved to California. Therefore, the 
Petitioner had the funds available to her all the time that she could have used for the payment of 
the expenses she alone was to pay. Therefore, such malicious and predetermined, premeditated 
action to use funds from the America First Credit Union account as mentioned above was a 
straight forward attempt to suck off any equity that any other creditors or property owner of the 
marital residence may have had available to them to remedy their debt the Petitioner had with 
them, I addition to inflicting further financial hardship on the Respondent to what might (without 
a proper Order of the Court to the contrary) be considered joint funds. Petitioner claims such 
funds were retirement funds unavailable to use. However, multiple records, receipts, and 
withdrawal notices show to the contrary, that those funds were available for payment of a wide 
variety of expenses like car insurance, Christmas and Birthday gifts, clothing, toys, and even 
Petitioner stated some funds from this same account she held were used for the purchase of the 
parties other property. Petitioner mis-represents the pertinent details as best suits her own 
agenda, rather than represents what the truth really is, and her real financial position or status. IF 
Petitioner did not feel she had the Court's permission to use those funds, why then did the 
Petitioner feel she had permission to use the America first Credit union funds, unless it was known 
that she would not have to pay them back, and the resultant expense to herself would be zero. 
Unlike the Petitioner's expense to herself if she were to use her D.M.B.A. funds for expenses she 
was required to pay. 
9. When all of the discreditable actions and disregard for Court Orders was presented to the Custody 
Evaluator to thus evaluate the moral character of the Petitioner, such information was taken as 
inaccurate, because of the many mis-deeds of the Petitioner under the guise of obeying, but in 
reality, the Petitioner was disobeying the many other prior Court Orders. This dichotomy of 
Justice and presentation of ineptitude have caused Respondent to be viewed in a less favorable 
light, thus inflicting bias, and prejudice upon counsel and the Court, and thus Respondent has 
been harmed, and seeks the Courts intervention and relief, and rejection of the Custody 
Evaluation Report because of the inaccurate information provided and the fraudulent manner by 
which the Petitioner paid the Custody Evaluator, and skewed or influenced the perception to the 
Evaluator. 
10. Recently when Respondent was able to occupy the marital home, and residence of the children, a 
poster threatening the life of the Respondent was found. The Poster had the wording along with 
other troubling comments, "Todd Stone Must Die..." two separate times. It was apparent that 
this poster was in the house in plain view of the two other minor children. Both the handwriting 
of the Petitioner and that of Brittney were on the poster, thus demonstrating that the poster was 
prepared and/or displayed or readily available to, and with the knowledge and blessing of the 
Petitioner; thus influencing, intimidating, and manipulating the two younger minor children and 
therefore, thus demonstrating contempt of prior court Orders. Such a poster, and allowing such 
underlying feelings to exist with or to be harbored by Brittney is not a healthy environment for 
either the two younger children to be exposed to, or for Brittney to not have dealt with 
constructively in joint counseling, communication, and therapy with, and including the 
Respondent. 
11. The Petitioner has allowed Brittney to serve as the "muscle", or enforcer to the other younger 
children to advance the Petitioner's derogatory image of the Respondent to be conveyed to the 
younger children, all the while claiming it was, and is not the Petitioner, that is carrying on so 
negatively against the Respondent. 
12. Recently, the two younger children were required to carry a colorfully prepared large detailed 
card to the Respondent saying "I Detest You" from Brittney. Such presentation and angst from 
anyone should not have been allowed by any parent to be prepared, and even delivered by the 
minor children to the Respondent. 
13. On or around 2001, Petitioner had requested that Respondent's name be removed from the noted 
Credit Union account, and also requested such action to be performed by the Credit Union on or 
around June 2001. (Exhibit #7). 
14. On or around September 27, 2005, Petitioner voluntarily, and on her own directive, abandoned 
the parties' marital home as supported by the official police report #05-93203 reported to the 
Respondent by the Salt Lake County Sheriff. 
15. On or around February 2005, Petitioner was ordered by the court to obtain and carry medical 
insurance for the parties' minor children. 
16. On or around September 27, 2005, Petitioner voluntarily, and on her own directive, resigned from 
her employment without having cause or need to resign, without having other sustainable, 
replacement equally compensated or lucrative employment. (Exhibit # 8) 
17. Petitioner has represented to many creditors that she no longer is the owner of the marital 
residence, and has thus refused to pay many of the bills related to that property. 
18. Any ONE act as noted above, let alone ALL of the actions of the Petitioner as noted above, 
demonstrates to creditors, and to the financial world, and should demonstrate to the Court, an 
attempt on the part of the Petitioner to "skip out" on debt that is owed, and shows that the 
Petitioner is in violation of an existing contract Petitioner entered into, and most importantly 
represents to the court that the Petitioner no longer wishes to partake of, or participate in, the 
financial and physical and emotional responsibilities of homeownership. 
19. Respondent is very fearful that Petitioner will not pay the related mortgage payments on the 
marital residence as has previously been Ordered by the Court, and thus seeks the Court's 
immediate intervention to eliminate such fear, and loss of housing for the Respondent. 
20. Respondent is afraid that the Court will attribute the noted Credit Union Account to be joint 
funds, and yet Respondent has not been able to enjoy those funds as has the Petitioner, and such 
determination would thus qualify for a finding of five (5) additional counts of contempt against 
the Petitioner. 
21. However, Respondent feels if such counts of Contempt are not found against the Petitioner, since 
Petitioner represented (as noted in # 10 above) that the noted Credit Union Account was to be 
considered Petitioner's sole discretionary funds, then such financial obligation must be assigned 
solely to the Petitioner, so Respondent can be free of such financial obligation of the Petitioner, 
and her contemptuous actions. 
22. On or around August 3, 2005 Petitioner failed to represent the financial liability of such obligation 
as being the responsibility of the Respondent, and such fraudulent misrepresentation or failure to 
properly represent the facts thus placed the validity of any type of agreement of August 3, 2005 in 
question at best, and thus invalidates any agreement the Court may perceive exists. 
23. Several other creditors of the Petitioner's have issued liens and or threaten to lien or foreclose on 
the marital residence because of the actions of Petitioner failing to pay her financial obligations, or 
abandoning her responsibility to pay. 
24. Based on several previous court hearings, it has been ordered that Respondent is allowed to 
obtain, and or purchase the parties' marital home for the net amount attributable to the Petitioner. 
25. With all of the amounts that the Petitioner owes with regard to the marital home alone, the Net 
Amount attributable to the Petitioner as the amount the Respondent could purchase the marital 
home from the Petitioner has decreased below zero, to a negative number, thus it would require 
the Petitioner to pay to the Respondent an indeterminable just for the Respondent to buy the 
marital home from the Petitioner, and for the Petitioner to free herself of that financial obligation. 
26. Lacking any Order of the court assigning financial obligation and or contempt to the Petitioner, 
the amount of debt or obligation attributable to the Petitioner is undeterminable, hence the net 
purchase price is also indeterminable. 
27. Previously, Respondent was able to obtain more advantageous financing for other property, and 
Petitioner refused to allow such financing to go through, and rejected it. Such action and control 
or restraint of sound financial options shows a lack of judgement, and a lack of understanding of 
sound financial matters that could benefit Respondent for years to come, on the part of the 
Petitioner, and places undue servitude of the Respondent to the Petitioner. 
28. The Court failed to ascertain the value of the parties' marital home at the time of separation, or at 
the time of bifurcation of divorce, or any other time in-between. 
29. The current value of the marital home has been compromised because of the Petitioner's negligent 
actions thus failing to maintain the homes value or the individual parties equity. 
30. Respondent is unsure as to the amount the marital home that the Court would deem attributable 
solely to the Petitioner. With the possibility of a zero, or negative amount of possible net equity 
of the marital home attributable to the Petitioner, the Petitioner still refuses to Quit Claim her 
interest in the marital home over to Respondent, and or his designee. 
31. Because of the many financial obligations of the Petitioner, the net purchase price for the 
Respondent to purchase the party's marital home from the Petitioner is zero dollars ($ 0.00) OR 
LESS. Therefore, because of the constant delay and actions of the Petitioner, Respondent needs 
action and assistance of the Court to assign the Petitioner's portion of deed of ownership of the 
marital home over to the Respondent, or his designees, because more advantageous financing 
rates are currently available, and such can not be obtained later, or currently obtained or secured 
with the Petitioner's continual claim, or name attachment, or involvement thwarting such 
favorable financing rates. 
32. There is a lot of needed maintenance and repairs that needs to be taken care of immediately, and 
without the Court Ordered right of quiet title or enjoyment or occupancy, along with the 
Petitioner's name on the property and on the mortgage, and her continued control of the marital 
property, those repairs and maintenance and can not be completed properly, or the right enjoyed. 
33. The Respondent has an insurable interest in the marital home. However, because of the 
discreditable or fraudulent acts of the Petitioner, the Respondent is unable to obtain homeowner's 
(property) insurance for the marital residence. 
34. The Respondent is unable to obtain applicable financing options for this or other property without 
the court's intervention to properly assign the Petitioner's interest in the marital home, and it's 
attributable mortgage obligation and other Credit Union funds. 
35. During the entire period the Petitioner occupied the marital residence, the Petitioner refused to 
allow inspection of the home by either a Realtor, Appraiser, or Respondent, or other property 
owner, thus concealing the properties neglected state of disrepair and dilapidation, and abuse by 
the Petitioner, and inoperable of many items contained therein. Such actions have caused the 
home to become uninsurable. 
36. Petitioner has historically, and still continues to refuse to pay for Property Tax, Insurance, 
Maintenance, Repairs, and mortgages on the Property Petitioner claims she owns, thus causing 
Respondent to feel fear of loss, foreclosure, eviction, as well as extreme financial hardship and 
loss with Petitioner still having her name attached to the title of said property, and mortgage. 
Respondent wishes to be able to rid himself of such control and financial obligation but is unable 
to because of Petitioner's refusal to convey title of ownership. 
This noted abuse of, and exploitation of others, by Petitioner, and her abuse of related joint funds 
is the current, historical, and habitual mode of operation for the Petitioner, of having anyone but 
herself pay for her financial obligations. A few of the Petitioners many such actions are listed as 
follows: 
a) Petitioner's continual and ongoing request for about $10,000.00 of Financial Assistance 
from public and private sources all the while maintaining about $25,000.00 in the bank 
available to her at any time as was so many times in the past demonstrated by the 
Petitioner. 
b) Petitioner continual playing of the victim role so as to have the costs of establishing utility 
service in her own name assessed against the Respondent, even though the applicable 
Court Order was clear and explicit that Petitioner was to pay for her related utility 
expenses. 
c) Having Petitioner's counsel represent her entirely this whole long period of time with little 
if any payment of attorney fees, all presuming that such payment will be rendered by some 
other source as noted in the prior misrepresented and invalid agreement of August 3, 
2005. 
d) Petitioner failing to pay for any of the related Approximate $120,000.00 of mortgage 
expense for the 10 years that petitioner claims ownership of the parties condo property, 
only to require such payment be required by some other unrelated party. 
e) Petitioner failing to pay for any of the related $24,000.00 of homeowner association dues 
expense for the 10 years that petitioner claims ownership of the parties' condo property, 
only to require such payment be required by some other unrelated party. 
f) Petitioner failing to pay for any of the related approximate $9,000.00 of property taxes 
expense for the 10 years that petitioner claims ownership of the parties' condo property, 
only to require such payment be required by some other unrelated party. 
g) Petitioner failing to pay for any of the related $26,000.00 of personal debt from 1995 and 
since that Petitioner has required others to pay. 
h) Not to mention all the other "poor poor me" type of scenarios that Petitioner continues to 
portray to others. 
i) Petitioner failing to pay for repairs to the parties' and others vehicles due to the 
Petitioner's demonstrated negligence and lack of required maintenance 
j) Petitioner failed to pay for her abuse and mal treatment of other peoples car that she drove 
and used explicitly for several months without payment. 
Petitioner continues to this day, to demonstrate such reckless disrespect or disregard to others 
and the costs her actions cause to be burdened upon them, with her only thought as to what she 
can get or derive from it for herself. This is through jealousy of others, or lack of conscience for 
others, and her impact upon them. 
Historical facts and findings, and prior rulings of the Court indicate that the Petitioner continually 
attempts to use and portray her inaccurately and falsely presented innocent, victimized, position 
only to gain favor or advantage, and the real issues are hence: coerced, covered up, or ignored by 
so many that Petitioner manipulates and intimidates with her ballistic and explosive and abusive 
manner. 
40. In related matters, Commissioner Casey ruled that the misrepresentations to the Court, and 
subsequent abuse of authority of the Court was ".. .merely an attempt by the Petitioner to gain an 
advantage in the divorce, and not for the purpose intended", and ".. .the Petitioners actions were 
solely an act of trench war fare against the Respondent, and not proper for obtaining the 
advantage the Petitioner was able to obtain". Additionally, that Petitioner "did not seek that 
which was best for the children, only for herself. 
41. Additionally, as well as upon the facts and history of the Petitioner, in 2004 Commissioner Casey 
directed Petitioner enroll herself in, and complete, Anger Management therapy because of her 
inappropriate manner of dealing with her emotions and anger. Petitioner has failed to provide 
verification that she has completed such Anger Management Therapy. 
42. In a Court hearing on or around year 2004, and additionally previously as well, the Court Ordered 
that Respondent was to be treated equal, and involved with the ongoing counseling of the Parties 
children. Since Petitioner elected to take the children to a therapist that did not accept the 
Respondent's insurance, and thus the related co-pay for the Respondent was unfairly 
disproportionate to that of the Petitioner, since Petitioner was obtaining such counseling services 
without charge, for herself and the children. See the Order of the court on December 6, 2004. 
43. Petitioner has failed to continue the counseling and therapy of the children, and thus fail to meet 
their emotional and psychological needs. 
44. Continued delay in resolving this issue alone causes greater increase of ill feeling or perception of 
the Court, and other professionals involved, and an increase of interest charges, and financial 
obligation for the Respondent and Petitioner. 
45. Respondent personally notified, the Guardian ad litem, as well as did the two minor children also 
notify the Guardian ad litem of the threats to the children by Brittney, the intimidation of the 
children by Brittney, the subsequently resulting false statements of Brooklynn and Brylee, and yet, 
all the while the Guardian ad litem has refused to do anything to protect the children from 
Brittney, or to serve the needs and Best Interests of the two younger children, not seek the relief 
requested for the children or the Respondent. 
46. The current standing Order of the Court required Petitioner to pay for the utility service to the 
marital home, and Petitioner has failed to do so, thus the utility services have been terminated. 
47. Petitioner has attempted to harass, bother, and expel or evict, or drive out the Respondent from 
quiet right to occupancy by termination of the utility service to the parties' marital residence thus 
causing unbearable living conditions for the Respondent and or guests. 
48. Respondent asks for the Courts assistance and seeks relief for these many matters presented 
above, and asks for expeditious treatment by the Court. 
49. I think the Petitioner's actions are not in harmony with the Best Interests of ALL of the minor 
children for the present time, and their future emotional and psychological development, or their 
parental attachment or relationships. THEREFORE, I ask the Court to consider and view what 
the Petitioner's continual poor judgements, continual demonstrated contempt, and habitual abuse 
of others, and the Petitioner's lack of accepting her financial obligations to others, and her 
discreditable acts and dishonesty and disrespect of others, all would exemplify and represent to all 
of the minor children, and ultimately serve to affect them throughout their life, and also has and 
will continue to jeopardize the children's financial stability and financial future and security now 
and for years to come, and so rule to protect the children, and secure their Best Interests in a 
manner than has been in the past. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on October , 20051 caused a copy of these documents to be delivered to the following: 
Third District Court's applicable Clerk as well as other involved parties: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone - Respondent 
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TRANSACTION TICKET 
Name: 9*b? 
AMERICA FIRST 
CREDIT UNION 
Account ,^2^2 
Account #_ 
WITHDRAWAL / TRANSFER 
Savings $ 
Security Fund $ 
Checking $ . 
Line of Credit $ . 
AFCU Visa $ . 
SharewayS . 
^ p y -
DEPOSIT/LOAN PAYMENT TRANSFER 
Savings! 
Checking $ 
Line of Credits 
Visa Credit Card $ 
Loan Payment # _ _ m m m m $ 
Loan Payment # _ _ _ _ $ 
Loan Payment # _ _ $ 
Pmt Type Mortg $ 
9.0 Y~-
MEMBER 
SIGNATURE X . <M 
Security Fund $ . 
C o i n $ . 
Currency $ . 
Checks $ . 
S . 
s . 
s . 
$ . 
Total $ . 
Cash Back $ _ 
OFFICE USE 
* 
I TRANSACTION 
GLCash 
GL Transfer, 
. O N L Y * 
^ « * 
MENU 
3620 
4620 
1
 : ' 
* DEBIT '< " v 
* AMOUNT'. 
\ > * 
* v * * * 
^ D E S C / F O U Q : * 
- -^-V* % **„- W,.** 
TRANSACJJOK* 
G L p a ^ i v ^ 
;GL JTransfer*. * ^ 
'^MENU > 
&3B10 * 
& $ > * : 
<• * » s • »s •* 
sCREDIT -vfc-
V<. AMOUNT*% 
N %
 * 
* DESC/FOL'IO\N 
* i 
America First Credit Urwon 
* v AFCU # 541 3/04 
fQ? Each member account insured to $100,000 by Administrator. National Credit Union Administration 
T)ote of ^CG\rari5Cu^ron Zlz^/oC 
l CREDIT UNION 
i nMraoMU IIUN irUKbl 
Name: sfc** 
AMERICA FIRST 
CftCOlT UNION 
Account #_ 
Account # _ 
WITHDRAWAL / TRANSFER 
Savings $ 
Security Fund $ 
Checking $ _ 
SZL3CL. 
DEPOSIT/LOAN PAYMENT TRANSFER 
Savings $ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Checking $ 
Line of Credit $ . 
AFCU Visa $ . 
<b\ I D Visa Cred* Card $ 531.10 
Loan Payment # ________ $ . 
Loan Payment f
 -
_ _
—
_ _ _ , $ 
Loan Payment # _ $ 
Shareway $ . 
PmtType , .Mortg $ . 
MEMBER 
SIGNATURE X . ^0y^^^^^i7j^ 
Security Fund $ . 
Coin 
Currency 
Checks 
Total $ . 
Cash Back $ „ 
1 OFFICE USE 
TRANSACTION 
| GLCash 
GL Transfer 
:<MLY 
MENU 
3620 
4620 
DEBIT 
AMOUNT DESC/FOLIO TRANSACTION 
GLCash 
GL Transfer 
MENU 
3610 
4610 
CREDIT 
AMOUNT DESC/FOLIO 
America First Credit Union 
AFCU # 541 3/04 
' Each member account insured to $100,000 by Administrator, National Credit Union Administration 
Ho^ en*<kf Li«c & ffy VISA- c^l^ 
D&ti of \nui*>cu&<^ tl^ojo^ 
AMERICA RRSXfEDERAb^REDIT UNION 
r. 
Kellie ^T. WlLLiami 
yatt&<£-/i. yenning 
-fjlbett M. Ptanno 
^otpoton, William* & Etddfj 
-£)it&tnef/4 at JLcwr 
405 £outk ALdn &teet, ^uite #700 
3aliJLakt (?ibj, UtJi 84111 
August 26, 2005 
Todd Stone 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, UT 84109 
Re: Stone v. Stone 
Dear Todd: 
Enclosed is your receipt for the counseling. 
Sincerely, 
DATE 226238510335 TIME 
07/21/2005 004CHQ 16:22:47 
CHILD & FAMILY EHPOMERH 
1578 WEST 1700 SOUTH ST 
SALT LAKE CITY.UT 84104 
8019722711 
CREDIT SALE 
TRANS #002 
AUTH #021440 
(WIS RESPONSE: Z * Zio Hatch 
VISA ACCOUNT # 
XXXXXXXXXXXX8391 
SALE HHOUNT $300.. 00 
THRNK YOU 
COHE AGAIN 
CUSTOMER COPY 
MARY/C/CORPORON 
Attorneyat Law 
MCC:ps 
Enclosure 
G.\MCaClients\S\Stonc,Todd\clicnt.ltr.8.26.05.wpd 
10/4/2005 
11:25 AM 
Member Name: JOANNE STONE 
America First Credit Union 
History Inquiry 08/01/2004 to 10/04/2005 
Page: 1 
Account: 392993-2 
Date Description 
HOME EQUITY LINE 9 
8/19/2004 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
9/S5/2004 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
10/19/2004 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
11/23/2004 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
12/24/2004 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
2/25/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
2/25/2005 LOAN ADD ON 
3/16/2005 CREDIT UNION CHECK WITHDRAWAL 
3/18/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
4/20/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
5/20/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
6/14/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
6/14/2005 CREDIT UNION CHECK WITHDRAWAL CHECK 
016001436 TO DR. MATTHEW DAVIES 
7/20/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
7/28/2005 CREDIT UNION CHECK WITHDRAWAL CHECK 
016002753 TO DR. MATTHEW DAVIES 
8/22/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
8/30/2005 LOAN ADD ON 
9/20/2005 PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
END 
Amount 
/Subsidy 
-383.17 
-380.33 
-377.89 
-374.66 
-372.13 
-369.37 
66.07 
1,750.00 
-369.41 
-387.95 
-385.20 
-382.29 
575.00 
-386 27 
575.00 
-390.96 
539.90 
-395 03 
Div / Int 
/Unapplied 
156.21 
185.06 
119.27 
172.44 
151.71 
306.02 
.00 
.00 
102.59 
168.36 
151.97 
125.68 
.00 
187.10 
.00 
175.95 
.00 
160.52 
Principal Fee Balance 
Misc Insur /Escrow /Escw Bal 
-226.96 
-195.27 
-258.62 
-202.22 
-220.42 
-63.35 
66.07 
1,750.00 
-266.82 
-219.59 
-233.23 
-256.61 
575.00 
-199.17 
575.00 
-215 01 
539.90 
-234.51 
30,653.30 
30,426.34 
30,231.07 
29,972.45 
29,770.23 
29,549.81 
29,486.46 
29,552.53 
31,302.53 
31,035.71 
30,816.12 
30,582.89 
30,326.28 
30,901.28 
30,702.11 
31,277.11 
31,062.10 
31,602.00 
31,367.49 
Printed by Employee 265 
NO. IWD r. I 
THE CHURCH OF 
JESUS CHRIST 
OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS 
HUMAN RESOURCE DEPARTMENT 
50 E. North Temple St Rm. 164 
salt Lake at* Utah 84150-4000 September 15,2005 
Mary Cochrine 
Fax: 363-8243 
Re: Joanne Stone 
Dear Ms, Cochrine: 
This letter is in response to your phone call I received requesting information about Joanne 
Stone's termination. Joanne Stone has voluntarily resigned* Her date of hire was May 9, 
1988 as a Senior Accounting Clerk. If you have further questions, please contact me at 240-
1578. 
Sincerely/) 
StepEen Hales 
Legal Specialist, Human Resource 
ANSWER: I received assistance from my local Bishpp in the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints in the total sum of $3,227.96. $1,258.06 was received in food 
orders. I also received a mattress having a value of $108.00. The Bishop paid $240.00 to 
LDS Family Services for counseling, and he paid $621.90 for utility services at the 
Melony Drive residence. The Bishop also paid $1,000.00 toward my legal fees in the 
divorce. 
Those monies were not deposited into my regular checking accounts because no 
money was paid to me. Monies were paid directly to creditors. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22. Provide a detailed list of your monthly living 
expenses. 
ANSWER: My approximate monthly living expenses are: 
29 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive .,, 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 '"•• <; r'J* o 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) '"" u'" ' r f / - ^ CC' I' 
——^nCT3/ ffl 
State of BtaM ^>Third District Court 
or 
-CiCft 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) f CLERK Motion # 1 for finding of Petitioner 
in Contempt 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #'. 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Respondent having presented good cause, and lacking a sua sponte Order of the court for the contempt 
and financial obligation of the Petitioner, a hearing is requested to offer relief to the Respondent, and to 
rule on the Respondent's motions of the Court for the following: 
1. Find the Petitioner is in contempt of court Orders for not using the funds from the parties 2000 
Joint Income Tax refund for payment of the ordered Custody Evaluation as was previously 
ordered by the court. 
2. Find that funds from the noted America First Credit Union account # 392993-2 are solely, totally, 
completely, and entirely the responsibility of Petitioner. Otherwise, find the following five (5) 
counts of contempt: 
a) Petitioner is in contempt of prior Court Orders by withdrawing $1,750.00 from the noted 
Credit Union Account on March 25, 2004 that was previously ordered were NOT to be 
used without the approval of the Court. 
b) Petitioner is in contempt of prior Court Orders by withdrawing $ 66.07 from the noted 
Credit Union Account for Petitioner's personal and private use on February 25, 2005, that 
was previously ordered NOT to be used without the approval of the Court. 
c) Petitioner is in contempt of prior Court Orders by withdrawing $ 575.00 from the noted 
Credit Union Account on June 14, 2005, that was previously ordered NOT to be used 
without the approval of the Court. 
d) Petitioner is in contempt of prior Court Orders by withdrawing $ 575.00 from the noted 
Credit Union Account on July 28, 2005, that was previously ordered NOT to be used 
without the approval of the Court. 
e) Petitioner is in contempt of prior Court Orders by withdrawing $ 539.90 from the noted 
Credit Union Account for Petitioner's personal and private use on August 30, 2005, that 
was previously ordered NOT to be used without the approval of the Court. 
f) Find Respondent is allowed to claim and enjoy the same Income Tax advantages and 
subsequent decrease in Taxable Income, and decrease in Income Tax paid for each of the 
past four Taxable years, for the interest charged on the Credit Union funds that Petitioner 
solely enjoyed for the past four to five years. 
3. Failure to find as noted in # 2 (a-f entirely) above, Find that the Petitioner is solely and totally 
responsible for the financial liability of the noted Credit union account, and make appropriate 
assignment of said liability. 
4. Failure to find as noted in # 2(a-f entirely) above, Find that Petitioner is responsible for the entire 
interest amount on the Credit Union Funds, since Petitioner has enjoyed full and exclusive use of 
said funds and interest charges have been taken as tax advantages and Income Tax deductions 
exclusively by the Petitioner, since Petitioner removed Respondent's name from said account, and 
said interest is only reported in Petitioner's name and Social Security #. Therefore, Petitioner has 
thus been allowed to enjoy their frill benefit thus denying the same privilege or benefit to the 
Respondent. 
5. Find that because of the fraudulently paid for and misrepresentations made by the Petitioner, and 
her demonstrated actions and willful contempt, and the fraudulent manner that the parties Custody 
Evaluation was obtained, and hence paid for, that the parties Custody Evaluation not be allowed 
into evidence for counsel or court consideration, and stricken from the record, until such 
correction of the facts can be made with the Custody Evaluator. 
6. Find that the total expenses for the Custody Evaluator to review, and interview and correct his 
report be paid for entirely by Petitioner, without any financial loss or burden placed upon the 
children. 
7. Until such other means of fair and impartial representation can be secured, Respondent as well as 
Brooklynn and Brylee, be allowed to have fair and unfettered access to the Custody Evaluator 
paid for by Petitioner's own funds in order to rectify the injustice produced and levied upon 
Respondent, and forced upon Brooklynn and Brylee in the perception of the Evaluator. 
8. Find that Petitioner is in contempt for failing to enroll and complete Anger Management Therapy 
as was previously directed by the Court Commissioner. Order Petitioner to complete such, and 
provide proof of such to the Court prior to completion of the related Custody matter, and find 
that the expense of such therapy should be paid by the Petitioner, in such fashion, that the minor 
children are not to bear the brunt of such expense of family resources, and economic loss. 
9. Find that the Petitioner is in contempt of prior court Orders addressing the need for positive and 
non derogatory representation of the Respondent be made to the minor children, because of 
Petitioners allowance, and demonstrated lack of control of Brittney's attitude and hostility toward 
the Respondent being placed upon the two other younger children, and the intimidation that she 
allows to continue against the two other minor children. 
10. Find Petitioner is in contempt for not allowing continued counseling for the children and the 
Respondent until it is determined that the children are no longer in need of counseling and therapy 
for their emotional traumatic scars placed upon them, as previous Court Orders had determined 
needed to happen. 
11. Find Petitioner is in contempt of Court Order in failing to obtain, and provide medical insurance 
coverage for the minor children. 
12. Find Guardian ad litem to be found in contempt, and to have been obstructing Justice when the 
Guardian ad litem was aware of the threats, and intimidation of Brittney against the other minor 
children, and the Guardian's continual disregard for the children's wishes to tell the truth, and 
correct the record to either the court, and to the Custody Evaluator and others so involved. 
13. Find that Petitioner is in contempt of Court Orders for Petitioner's failure to continuing payment 
of the utility services to the marital home. 
14. Find that because of the Petitioner's inability to abide to Court Orders, that other more suitable 
custody arrangements that are in harmony with the Best Interests of the children, are just and 
proper, and to be enacted immediately. 
15. Find that the wishes, fears, desires, concerns of both Brooklynn and Brylee be heard AND 
considered by the Court. 
16. Find that IF any prior agreement was perceived by the Court to exist between the parties, from 
the August 3, 2005 court appearance, that such agreement is to be found without merit, and void, 
and invalid because of the misrepresentations, and despicable and inappropriate action or 
incomplete disclosure by the Petitioner. 
17. Find that Petitioner is in Contempt in failing to uphold or direct others to abide with the prior 
Order of the Court that allowed Respondent to engage in equal consideration and counseling with 
the parties minor children, and thus requiring Respondent to have to pay an exorbitant and 
astronomical amount for any communication with or between the children's counselor. 
18. Find Judgement against Petitioner in the amount of $300.00 in favor of Respondent for expenses 
that were forced upon the Respondent because of the action, or inaction and direction of the 
Petitioner, and yet Petitioner was able to receive the same services free of charge, or paid for by 
church assistance or Petitioner's insurance. 
19. Find that because of the small fortune of about $25,000.00 the Respondent had available to her to 
use for payment of her own bills, that any funds the Petitioner has available to her, are to be 
frozen until such time as the financial obligations of the Petitioner are COMPLETELY paid and 
resolved. 
20. Find that the Petitioner is in contempt for attempting to drive out the Respondent from occupancy 
of the marital residence. 
21. Find that Respondent is entitled to quiet right to ownership, and occupancy of the marital 
residence as afforded by prior Court Order, thus availing Respondent to do with, and finance said 
property as desired, or most advantageous to the Respondent. 
22. Find that transfer of Petitioner's title ownership be executed immediately by the Court to transfer 
said property to Respondent or designee. 
23. Failure to execute #19 above, Find that the value of the parties' marital home is determined at the 
time Respondent was vacated from the marital home, since Petitioner's negligent acts, or lack of 
maintenance has caused the value to be eroded. 
24. Find that Petitioner is to pay from her own funds her portion of expenses proportionate to her 
ownership interests for items that Petitioner wishes to claim, or retain an ownership interest in, or 
thus terminate her ownership claim or title, thus allowing Petitioner to experience the full weight 
and financial responsibility and accountability for what Petitioner wishes to own, rather than 
allowing Petitioner to continue to float on the financial back of others and continually avoid the 
Petitioner's own financial responsibility or obligations. 
25. Find that failure of the Petitioner to fully accept, and embrace her financial obligations and 
responsibilities, must result in relinquishing any ownership claim by Petitioner. 
26. Find Judgement against Petitioner for related ownership expenses due, and or paid for mortgage, 
Insurance, Repairs, Property Taxes, Maintenance, and such affiliated with Petitioners ownership 
claims. 
27. Find that the Guardian ad Litem failed to perform her duties to protect and serve the interests and 
needs of ALL of the minor children. 
28. Find that Petitioner's constant and historical demonstrated refusal to be bound by the many 
previous Court Orders, and her attempt to manipulate the justice system to achieve her personal 
agenda, along with her constant sole and unstoppable hostility toward the Respondent, and 
rejection of the professional recommendations of so many others involved with or for the children, 
all this shows a lack of sound judgement, and disregard for the Best Interests of the Children, and 
thus should reflect poorly upon the Petitioner's attempt to gain sole custody of the minor children. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on October , 20051 caused a copy of these documents to be delivered to the following: 
Third District Court's applicable Clerk as well as other involved parties: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone - Respondent 
Tab 5 
ADDENDUM "5" 
Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
3747 Hillside Lane / ^ 6 X y «. 2,\<K~ 1 $Cti 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 / O 0 P ^ 
(801) 277-9955 
IN THE STATE OF UTAH THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
Joanne Stone 
Todd Stone 
Respondent's Appeal and objections to prior 
Court actions and contempt 
Case #014903655 
Commissioner T. Patrick Casey 
Respondent Todd Stone objects to the previous court actions before Commissioner Casey in that Commissioner Casey stated 
that a child does not have standing in their parents divorce case, but still allowed the child's issues to be heard, and advance 
in the court process. Clearly State Statute dis-allows anyone other than the divorcing parties to hold standing in the 
couple's Divorce action. 
Respondent appeals Jhe prior court ruling that no adjustment of Ordered Alimony or Child Support since significant 
changes have occurred in the lives of the parties thus warranting a change in the Temporary Orders. 
Over three months ago, Commissioner Casey ordered that a property list be prepared by Plaintiff, and given to 
Respondent. In the same hearing, Respondent was allowed to have entrance into the marital home to confirm such 
property, and review with witnesses, what was to be considered marital property. The same allowance for full disclosure of 
property remaining at the marital residence was also granted to Respondent in 2002, but was also denied from happening by 
Plaintiff then as well. After all this time, Plaintiff has failed to provide such property list, or grant such inspection of said 
premises or property to or by Respondent. Respondent is being unduly harmed by such information being kept from him. 
Respondent requests the Court's sanctions, assistance to achieve what was previously ordered and agreed to, and also the 
issuance of the appropriate Writ of Assistance thus allowing the Respondent the right to equal information and distribution 
of the marital property. 
Respondent Appeals the Commissioners lack of consideration of his prior orders of the court that stated that each party once 
they determined who owed who what, were to work out the repayment of such funds. It was originally so ordered in the 
July 2001 hearing, and then when the amounts were known, and determined that the Plaintiff had stolen the said funds, and 
Respondent dealt with it appropriately as directed at that time, then Commissioner Casey ruled against Respondent for his 
actions. Then in January 2005 Commissioner Casey, rather than hearing argument and facts of the issue of funds in 
question just ordered that there was still an issue to be worked out among the parties, and that Respondent still had an issue 
for reimbursement. Now Plaintiff claims that said funds were for Alimony and Child Support for the period of time when 
the Commissioner did not order Child Support or Alimony to be paid by the Respondent. Now this issue still remains 
unsettled, and Commissioner Casey has failed to properly resolve such from his disjointed rulings. 
When the Custody Evaluation was ordered by the Court, Commissioner Casey ordered that Joint Custody should not be 
precluded. In the October Conference with the Custody Evaluator, it was stated that Plaintiff failed to provide him with her 
Joint Custody Plan, thus Joint Custody has been precluded from happening. 
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On multiple occasions in court, it was represented by Petitioner, to the Court, that mediation for Visitation, Custody, and 
the other Divorce issues, would be worked out through mediation. Such mediation was also represented as going to happen 
in the many different correspondence that the Plaintiff provided to Respondent. After all this time and false representations 
of the Petitioner, of such as going to transpire, Mediation between the parties has not happened. In Commissioner Casey's 
minute entry regarding the Custody Evaluation conference, it was said that the parties have not worked out their 
differences. Yet it was only at the conference that there was any information available from the Custody Evaluator that was 
then able to be discussed. It is hereby requested that in light of the many representations that have been made to the court 
and the Respondent, that mediation of custody, Visitation, and other divorce related issues be ordered to be engage in by the 
parties. This is fiirther supported by the State Legislature that has also fiirther ordered via Legislative action, that Divorcing 
parties are required to enter mediation prior to the settlement of their Divorce. The cost of such, should not be unfairly 
placed upon the parties. Additionally it is requested that Petitioner be released by the court to be allowed to use her savings 
for such expense. Additionally, Mediators are then not placed in the position to lean one way or the other because of which 
party paid for their services. 
In the parties last appearance in court before Commissioner Casey, it was represented in court by Petitioner that she has 
been fair to allow Respondent extra time for parent time, and to assist the children in their school activities. However, facts 
show differently. As recent as this week after being advised of the children needing parental assistance with their school 
activity, Respondent requests time to assist the children with their activity, and after several days of Petitioner being 
available to assist the children with such, Respondent is denied an additional hour or two to aid the children in their needs. 
Additionally, just recently, when one child requested Respondent to come to her school activity with her, The Petitioner 
kept the child from attending such with her Father. Additionally, when the children are out of school for their school 
holidays and the Petitioner is not at home, and these school vacations are not part of standard minimum Statute holiday 
time, and Respondent is home from work and available to watch the children, Petitioner does not allow the Respondent to 
have any involvement with the children. This is a historical problem, that the court fails to deal with, and yet it is in the 
children's best interests to have a greater amount of time with their Father. The ruling of the lower court is thus appealed 
since State Statute is clear on that parental care is preferred over surrogate care of the children. Consequently, the prior 
action of the court has been contradictory to State Statute. Additionally, it has not been recommended or supported by the 
Court appointed expert Custody Evaluator that the children should be kept from their Father, or that he poses any danger to 
them. 
Additionally, It was ordered by the court that Family counseling should begin with aims to rectify the strained relationship 
that Brittney has with the respondent, and that this process should have begun. This was also supported by the Custody 
Evaluator, when he recommended that Brittney was also not to be taken to California. To Date, Petitioner has caused this 
not to happen. The counselor has also failed to abide by or with such order of the court either by direction from Petitioner, 
or the Counselor's own refusal to be bound by the court. Either way, it is requested of the court to so enforce such to 
happen so that relationships and issues can be remedied and all parties treated fairly in the upcoming court matters. 
In respect to the Court Ordered Custody Evaluations that were ordered PRIOR TO the effective date of the new Custody 
Evaluations Rules, accordingly, a Custody Evaluation is not complete, until a written report is thus prepared or waived by 
both parties. Therefore, when Petitioner was ordered to pay everything that was needed to complete the Custody Evaluation 
after Respondent had paid his $4,720.00, it is hereby appealed the responsibility for Respondent to have to pay more money 
for the completion of the Custody Evaluation. It was not presented to the court fairly or without prejudice by the Petitioner, 
and thus the actual facts, or ruling of the official record were thus ignored by the court in ordering Respondent to continue 
to pay additional funds he does not have, and was not to pay. Thus, the full amount needed by the Custody Evaluator to 
complete the Custody Evaluation is requested to be paid by the Petitioner additionally, since Petitioner owes such a great 
sum to Respondent for her theft, that Commissioner Casey again most recently recognized and ruled should be worked out 
among the parties. Petitioners counsel just rail-roaded and rammed the Pre-Settlement Custody Conference through 
without the parties agreement, as do the rules state should happen, so that his client could get off with paying less money to 
have the Custody Evaluation completed, and Joint Custody precluded. Which also conflicts with what Commissioner Casey 
had previously ruled should not happen. 
Additionally, Petitioner has denied Respondents other requests for flexibility in Parenting Time with the Children. 
Respondent's request in court was not denied, but not allowed to happen. 
1. Respondents objections to the Order on Motions Heard on February 18, 2005 are as follows. 
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2. What month is the cost of Health insurance to be upon the Petitioner to be effective. Since the Petitioner owes such 
great sum of money (at least $5,000.00 but more but yet to be determined) to the Respondent for funds she stole or 
mis-appropriated for personal use. Petitioner could use some of that money for full payment of the Custody 
Evaluation remaining amount, and many years worth of insurance premium. Also with the Petitioner getting all of 
the Tax advantages, and not paying the proper amount of Income Tax because she fails to report all of her Taxable 
Income, and also claims the children inappropriately and took other funds or taxable savings from the Respondent, 
could pay all the insurance premium for the children since it is a Tax deduction for her, and not allowed to be for 
Respondent. If her Tax Rate is 25% or more, she actually is only faced with paying a disproportionate amount of 
the children's insurance premium than is the Respondent having to pay since his contribution would not so be Tax 
Deductible. 
3. An Order for such Health Insurance coverage of the children is sufficient for the Insurance Company to take on the 
coverage of the children. No other information from Respondent's Insurance is needed or available except that 
they are no longer qualified as being covered. 
4. Is the counselor in agreement with such and willing to be bound by such, as per issues noted above. 
5. Brittney does not have standing in this matter, and thus should be stricken until it is determined that children have 
standing in their parents divorce action. 
6. Objection to detail of violating orders, when communication between the parties involved is an important aspect, 
and the only one allowed or promoted by the counselor. Therefore such should be struck until normal, or standard 
forms of family counseling is in place., anitherefore, it would not be found that in order for Respondent and Child 
to abide by previous order of the court places Respondent in jeopardy of violation of another Order of the court, 
such as happened in the past with Commissioner Casey's contradictory, or confounding orders. Also such breach 
of patient relationship should not be allowed to broadcast confidential or privileged matters. 
7. The financial stranglehold of the Alimony and Child Support should not be allowed to continue or held as ransom 
against the already impoverished Respondent. Such change has good cause to be adjusted at the present time, and 
such is within the powers of the court. 
8. The Tax Dependency issue was inappropriately adjudicated because of the mis representation of the facts and prior 
orders of the court, and the contradictory orders of the court. 
9. A determination of Respondent's Impecuniosity is relevant because of the Guardian Ad Litems request at the 
hearing for Respondent to pay her fees. 
10. The Court's refusal to be guided by the legislative intent, and State Statute regarding parental childcare over 
surrogate childcare, and the Best interests of the Children are grounds to object to and appeal this issue itself. 
11. The Court ordered re-evaluations and re-visits with the children, but not with the Respondent. Additionally, this 
issue was not presented in the same light as counsel presents it here. Is Respondent allowed to further address 
Custody Evaluator prior to the completion of the Evaluation and report. 
12. Mediation is now a requirement of State Statute (soon) and also should be addressed by Commissioner Casey since 
so many representations by Petitioner were made in court to Commissioner Casey that Mediation was going to 
happen and then Petitioner blocked it from happening. 
13. Objection for Petitioner's Attorney fees as a Trial Issue, just because Respondent is not currently represented, is not 
a ground for Respondent's actions not having validity to bring before the court, because of Petitioner's refusal to 
abide by the other prior orders of the court, and now consider Alimony and Child Support for times that the 
Commissioner DID NOT ORDER IT. When Counsel continually tries to barrage the Court with the false sense 
that his client is faultless, when in fact she is not, and dodge some of the real issues, and it is because of counsels 
unprofessional conduct, and Biased a»d Tainted Orders he prepares incorrectly prepared, (the Bifurcated Divorce 
Decree Order he prepared, is one pf many such Orders) that have given rise to the need to return to court for 
adjudication, clarification, and fairness. 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that on the day of March, 2005, I caused to be delivered a true and exact copy of this document to the 
following: 
Brent R. Chipman Attorney for Defendant Joanne Stone 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN 
215 South State Street, Twelfth Floor 
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P.O. Box 140403 
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Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
Bishop Richard Glauser 
2628 Hillside Pines Cr. &L 2M. 
SLC, Utah 84109 
Re: Todd and Brittney Stone 
Dear Bishop Buie: 
As you know, there is a serious estrangement between Todd and 
Brittney. Todd beleives it is a fallout from the divorce and an extension of the 
bad feelings between the parties. We have asked for your help in the past to 
try to heal that relationship and you have talked to Brittney but she has been 
unwilling to talk with her father or even meet with him even under conditions 
where we are both present. Obviously, I do not believe such an attitude is 
consistent with gospel principles concerning families. There has been too 
much anger here and it is time to attempt some healing for the bennefit of all 
involved.Todd is reaching out but so far there has been no reciprocation. You 
indicated you would try again when opportunities may arise We appreciate 
your efforts.. 
As you can imagine, Todd is very frustrated with the situation. The 
younger girls claim Brittney is doing what she can to dampen even their 
relationship with their father. 
Todd has repeatedly asked me to call you and see if there is any 
softening there. I suggested to him that he write a letter to Brittney and see if 
that might soften her heart and at least encourage her to open a dialogue. 
Enclosed is his letter and some photos he found in his father's things. 
Todd is concerned that Brittney will not read the letter if simply sent 
directly to her and has asked me to forward it to her care of you.I would 
appreciate any help you can give in presenting this to her. 
Sincerely, Yqur^ BroJ&jfr, 
^-Richard Glauser 
cc: Todd Stone 
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Pamela T. Greenwood 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Dr 
Salt Lake City UT 84124 
RE: Stone v. Stone Case No. 014903655 
Dear Mr. Stone: 
On January 27, 2006, the Utah Court of Appeals received 
"Respondent's Appeal and objections to prior Court actions and 
contempt" in case 04190083. Your appeal is not proper under Rule 
4 of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure and I am therefore 
returning "Respondent's Appeal and objections to prior Court 
actions and contempt" to you. 
Sincerely, 
(/MAX- CoJJdJ^si 
Lisa Collins 
Clerk of Court 
cc: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
450 SOUTH STATE 
SLC, UT 84114-1860 
Before Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
BENCH TRIAL. 
Date: 07/01/2005 
Time: 09:00 a.m. 
Location: Fourth Floor - W48 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
450 SOUTH STATE 
SLC, UT 84114-1860 
Before Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
FINAL PRETRIAL CONFERENCE. 
Date: 06/17/2005 
Time: 08:15 a.m. 
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03-15-05 Note: submitted shceduling order to Judge 
03-15-05 Note: Order on Motions Heard on February 18, 2005 signed by 
Comm Casey forwarded to Judge for signature 
03-16-05 Filed order: Scheduling Order and Trial Setting 
Judge tmedley 
Signed March 15, 2005 
03-16-05 Note: order forwarded from Comm., submitted to Judge 
03-16-05 Filed order: Orders On Motion s Heard on February 18, 2005 
Judge tmedley 
Signed March 16, 2005 
03-25-05 Filed: Petitioner's Witness List 
03-25-05 Filed: Petitioner's Amended Witness List 
03-25-05 Filed: Conditional Appearance of Counsel and Motion to Continue 
Trial 
03-25-05 Filed: Notice to Submit and Request for Expedited Ruling 
03-25-05 Filed: Guardian Ad Litem's List of Potential Witnesses 
03-25-05 Fee Account created Total Due: 5.00 
03-25-05 Fee Account created Total Due: 8.00 
03-25-05 CERTIFIED COPIES Payment Received: 5.00 
03-25-05 CERTIFICATION Payment Received: 8.00 
03-28-05 Note: submitted file to Judge 
04-01-05 Notice - NOTICE for Case 014903655 ID 6242174 
TELEPHONE STATUS CONF is scheduled. 
Date: 04/18/2005 
Time: 08:15 a.m. 
Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
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IN THE STATE OF U T A H T p R D JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE C O U N T Y 
Joanne Stone 
Plaintiff 
-V-
Todd Stone 
Respondent 
!*• i~ r w l V CLERK 
| RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT & MOTION 
| IN SUPPORT TO MODIFY ORDER 
j O N TEMPORARY MATTERS 
| Civil Case # 014903655 D A 
| Commissioner: T. Patrick Casey Lewis 
An expedited hearing o f this matter is requested in order to facilitate the health related needs o f the 
children, and because o f the novel new approach to the children's therapist is embarking on family 
counseling, a breech o f such confidentiality of counseling issues might be occurring, and because o f the 
lack o f available funds in the future, and since there has not been the arena o f mediation to resolve some 
aspects that are here presented, and to inform the parties in order to help avoid future financial 
devastation from occurring, and to circumvent current as well as future acts o f trench warfare from being 
committed by the Petitioner against the Respondent, as has been so recognized in the past. 
Respondent comes now Pro se and respectfully moves the Court to act in such as is supported and stated 
herein, and grant the Respondent, and the party's children the requested relief. 
Respondent Todd Stone being duly sworn upon oath, deposes and states as follows: 
1. I am the Respondent in the above matter. 
2. This Affidavit incorporates and supports my Motion to Modify the Order on Temporary Matters 
filed October 5, 2001 , and subsequent modifications in this matter. 
3. Under Temporary Orders, Respondent was ordered to pay Alimony to the Petitioner o f $200.00 
per month, and pay to the Petitioner an amount o f Child Support in the amount o f $798.00 per 
month. Both o f these amounts were calculated or determined based solely on the Respondent's 
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full time employment at Qwest Communications, and based on the current wage and 
compensation the Respondent and Petitioner were both earning. These amounts were also arrived 
at by consideration of the financial position of the Petitioner, that she represented at that time. 
Additionally, Petitioner has received several regular salary increases since the determination had 
been made. 
Under Temporary Orders, Respondent was required to maintain health care insurance for the 
parties minor children since it was available through Respondent's employment. It was further 
noted ".. .if that changes, the parties will exchange information, and the party with the best health 
insurance with the most reasonable cost shall obtain the health insurance coverage for the minor 
children". 
Respondent has since been involuntarily terminated from said employment, and has been classified 
as Non-rehireable. The final payroll check distribution for $0.00 from his employer has also been 
issued by Respondent's employer. The entire payroll amount was taken to fulfill the Child 
Support garnishment the Petitioner has against the Respondent. The Respondent's employment 
termination was previously presented to the court as a possibility on a filing dated August 24, 
2004 by the Respondent's prior counsel. This employment termination was a result of a lengthy 
probation, investigation, and review of the Respondent's compliance with his employer's Code of 
Conduct policy, and the company's perceived negative image by it's customers, and employees, 
and several meetings with the Union. With having been arrested, and still on Probation, the 
Respondent has been unable to obtain equivalently compensated employment, or equivalent health 
insurance coverage. 
In a previous court hearing, Petitioner staled openly for the record, that she "did not care if 
Respondent lost his job, or full time employment, that she would not change her actions or 
prosecution of the Respondent in order to help ensure he did not loose his job"(sic), because 
Petitioner knew she would get her Alimony and Child Support anyway, as well as judgements 
against the Respondent. 
I ask the court to find that the Petitioner is to add the minor children to her health insurance 
policy at her place of employment without charge to the Respondent, until such time that the 
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Respondent has suitable permanent employment that such comparison of dependant health 
insurance policies can be compared, and the most cost effective one then be selected. 
8. Respondent has been unable to claim any of the minor children as tax dependants, even though 
Respondent has provided the majority of the children's support. Petitioner has not reported the 
Alimony she has received from the Respondent to either the I.R.S., or the Utah State Tax 
Commission as taxable income for the last three years. Consequently, Petitioner along with failing 
to report her M income she has received, as well as her enjoyment of HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
Income Tax status, as well as claiming 4 Income Tax exemptions; has not had to pay any Income 
Taxes. Respondent, on the other hand has had to endure the SINGLE Filing 1 exemption Income 
Tax Status. Consequently, Respondent is faced with a much higher Income Tax burden upon 
both parties. Respondent asks the court to amend or modify the Order on Temporary matters to 
facilitate a more equal Tax Burden to be shared by both parties. In accordance with Historical 
Case law, it is a responsibility of the court by way of either a long standing Temporary Order, or a 
Permanent Order to help bring both parties into the relative same economic condition they 
experienced prior to the abandonment of the marriage. See MORTENSEN, v. MORTENSEN 
Where Justice DURHAM, and Justice ZIMMERMAN stated in concurring with the courts 
findings, ABOUT WHAT SHOULD BE THE GENERAL RULE OF ANY divorce case: 
(Emphasis added). 
"I concur in the majority opinion, at least as I understand its 
scope I write separately to explain that understanding to 
divide the economic assets and income stream of the parties so 
as to permit both to maintain themselves after the marriage as 
nearly as possible at the standard of living enjoyed during the 
marriage. See, e.g., Noble v. Noble, 89 Utah Adv. Rep. 3, 761 
P.2d 1369, slip op. at 6 (Utah 1988). That standard ultimately 
determines how property and income should be allocated by the 
trial court in making property division, alimony, and child support 
orders. ..." 
Durham, Justice, concurs in the concurring opinion of Justice 
Zimmerman. 
During the marriage, both parties enjoyed a four bedroom home on the East Bench in 
Salt Lake City, with a large mortgage interest deduction, EACH of them enjoyed the 
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privilege of being in the company of their children every day, and EACH of the parties 
children were allowed to be with BOTH of their parents each day, and both parties 
enjoyed paying lower Income taxes, and both parties had more disposable income 
because of it. Now after one party elects to abandon the marriage, and still they are 
rewarded and allowed to enjoy all of those very same benefits, assets, and income 
streams from Income Tax advantages, and more disposable income, and the same, or 
very similar economic standard of living, the other party is forced into a far different 
life, or much lower economic lifestyle and faced with a much higher Income Tax 
Burden, and fewer, if any, Income Tax deductions or advantages, and a lot less 
disposable income because of the change in Tax Status and living conditions. An 
Income Tax Deduction or Tax status is an income stream or asset a marriage built and 
enjoyed together. Thus it is a joint marital asset, and thus should be equally divided. 
A Tax Deduction, or Income Tax Status obtained due to the establishment of the parties joint 
children is an Income Stream, or realized asset of the marriage that both parties worked at, and 
benefited from, not just one, enjoyed during the marriage, and that has an ultimate effect on the 
parties economic standard of living before, during, as well as after the marriage. The income 
Petitioner derives from the Income Tax deductions she is claiming has to be imputed as income to 
the Petitioner, and as a greater loss or expense to the Respondent. I ask the court to recalculate 
the parties income taking into consideration the income streams both gains and losses from the 
Income Tax advantages one party realizes over the other, and award Alimony to Respondent to 
be paid by Petitioner in order to bring about equalization and balance to both parties income 
levels. 
I ask the court to re-evaluate the financial stranglehold delivered to the Respondent, and re-
consider adjusting the financial arrangements the Respondent is thus subjected to endure now 
with such meager (if any) income. 
In three previous court hearings, the Respondent has been ruled Impecunious. Respondent has 
been requested to submit the appropriate Affidavits of Impecuniosity to this court in the past. 
The Respondent has thus so submitted the requested forms for determination. I ask the court for 
a ruling of my impecuniosity in this case as has been ruled in the previous court matters. 
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In a hearing before the Honorable Tyrone Medley last year, Petitioner's counsel argued that 
Temporary Orders did not carry with them the same efficacy, or validity, or magnitude as did 
Permanent Orders. Judge Medley ruled that Temporary Orders were in effect the same in 
magnitude, strength, directive, and such as Permanent Orders. The only Difference is Temporary 
Orders are to be more readily adaptable to changing and pertinent or relative situations at hand, 
and can be implemented without a full blown trial. 
In a subsequent Order of the court on or around July of 2003, modifying the Temporary Orders, 
Petitioner was ordered to pay the full cost of the minor children's Child Care, because of the 
Petitioner's blatant refusal to allow the minor children to be cared for free of charge by the 
Respondent, and his family, the children's Grandmother. The children do not like the daycare 
facility they are being taken to with the exception of one or two special activities where the 
children might be taken swimming, or such. 
On two separate occasions, the Commissioner in the above noted matter has expressed an interest 
in how it would be beneficial to the parties finances, as well as in the best interests of the parties 
minor children, for the children to be cared for while the Petitioner was at work, by the 
Respondent, or his family, the children's Grandmother. 
Even still, based upon the standard visitation schedule laid out in Statute, every Sunday evening, 
Petitioner is able to plan to have, or attend a party or family gathering with the children, because 
the designated return time for the Respondent is 7:00 P.M. The Respondent is not allowed that 
same privilege, or right. Respondent has many family members in the vicinity and cause for family 
association or get togethers with other family members, and would also like to enjoy the same 
right as the Petitioner in that of being able to attend or plan Sunday family social events. This was 
recently demonstrated, as well as many times in the past, when Petitioner planned the children's 
party at 7:00 P.M. on the Sunday that the children were visiting the Petitioner. This may appear 
to be incidental to some, but with the customs, and practices of both the Petitioner and 
Respondent, attending church services, and still wanting to be included in family socials, and such, 
attendance at such by Respondent to his family activities with the children is not able to occur, 
when the Respondent is required to have the children returned to the Petitioners residence at 
7:00P.M. on Sundays. Sunday nights are just as much of a school night for the children as any of 
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the other four nights in the week that are school nights when the return time is 9:00, or 8:30P.M. 
If this later return time on a weeknight is O.K for a week night, but not O.K for a Sunday night 
unless it is to give or show the Petitioner favoritism. The same early return time on Sundays 
causes each visitation Sunday to be rushed. Additionally, the children are returned to the 
Petitioner and have to sit and watch her eat her dinner, since they have already eaten their dinner 
prior to being dropped off. With this disparity of return times, the Petitioner is favored with 
visitation on each and EVERY Sunday, when the Respondent is not allowed visitation except for 
limited times on EVERY OTHER Sunday. The Respondent asks the court to designate return 
times for Sunday are 9:00 P.M, or the same as weekday visits, since the court is deemed as a 
court of equity. 
By custom, and religious practice, each of the party's, as well as the children's, religious 
convictions support regular Family Home Evening on Monday nights. Several businesses also 
cater to such practice. Petitioner has been un-willing to allow extra visitation for the children to 
be with the Respondent for the same religious practice or custom that Petitioner freely and openly 
gets to enforce, or enjoy in her residence on a regular weekly basis. I ask the court to intervene in 
designating some time in addition to the Standard visitation schedule for the Respondent, to enjoy 
or participate, or engage in the same religious conviction practice or right that the Petitioner 
enjoys with the children at the expense of such to the Respondent. Seeing this, the children are 
led to believe that their Mom is more religious than their Dad because their Mom has Family 
Home Evening with them, and Dad doesn't have it with them. The Petitioner contributes to the 
Respondent not being able to have Family Home Evening with his children by not allowing the 
shared religious practices to be enjoyed equally for both parents and children. Because of 
religious conviction and practice or belief, the parties and the children do not engage in some 
activities on Sunday, that they would normally engage in on, or for, Family Home Evening, thus a 
regularly occurring weekday designation is requested for this. 
The two youngest children ages 8, 11, are experiencing difficulty in completing their school 
homework, and difficulty in doing well in their school work. It is unknown at the present time of 
the oldest child's school work level, or performance. However, at last inquiry, the Respondent 
was apprised by the school counselor, thai the oldest Daughter's test performance and such was 
below standard, even if daily work may excel in some areas at times. Additionally, the oldest 
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child is left alone unsupervised to go, or engage in unrestricted Internet associations, and also fails 
to complete her homework until late hours of the night. 
The two minor children have a strong desire to go to their Grandma's house on a more frequent 
basis than is currently allowed by the Petitioner, and to also have more time with the Respondent. 
The children wonder why their best interests have continually been ignored. The children have 
also told their desire and their concern to the prior Guardian ad Litem, and to their own counsel. 
Each of those authorities has failed to act, or has been prevented from acting, for the children on 
that emotional aspect of the children's lives. 
The children are saddened by the fact that every other week, they have to go an entire week 
without seeing their Father, from Wednesday night clear to Wednesday night again. They wish 
for more frequent associations with him so there is not such long periods of not seeing, and being 
with their Dad. 
Petitioner has continued to be inflexible and unbending in allowing Respondent any more than the 
MINIMUM visitation allowed by State Statute, even though on untold number of occasions, 
Petitioner has been admonished by both the court, and the court appointed instructor, counselor, 
and Guardian ad Litem, to be more flexible and accommodating for the children's sake, and the 
Respondent's. In a recent official report, it was recorded that Petitioner had stated: "the only 
reason (Respondent) is allowed the minimum visitation is because they (the parties) are divorced". 
This sounds like the minimum would not even be allowed if the Petitioner were allowed to dictate 
the amount of visitation the children could enjoy with their Father. This such attitude flies in 
direct opposition to acting in the Best Interests of the Children, and opposes anything that has 
been so directed to the Petitioner by the Courts or its related affiliates. 
The two youngest minor children have also voiced their interest to have more time with the 
Respondent. They have voiced this desire and wish, to both their counselors, ecclesiastical 
leaders or acquaintances, the Guardian ad Litem, and court appointed Custody Evaluator, and 
several others involved with the children. I ask the court to take an active role to best serve the 
children, and act on the directive of the Best Interest of the Children, as State Statute charges. 
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Respondent, and Respondent's Mother both work with the two children on the one weeknight 
evening of visitation the Petitioner allows Respondent to have. The minor children have 
recognized that they are able to do much better at accomplishing their homework, and school 
assignments at the Respondent's place of residence than at the day care facility they are being 
forced to attend. The children noted that they are able to finish more of their homework, and do 
it faster at their Grandma's house than they are able to do at the residence of the Petitioner, in 
their bedroom, or in the other rooms with the T.V. blaring. This noted difference or calmness, 
and study friendly environment is because of the environment the Respondent creates for the 
children to learn and study, along with the availability of the PERSONAL ONE-to-ONE 
ASSISTANCE provided to the children to help the children accomplish their tasks, and focus on 
what they are trying to do. This is contrasted by the children left to accomplish their homework 
while Petitioner fixes dinner, and her time is further divided among the three children, the phone, 
the house tasks, and the yard. I think greater involvement with the children by the Respondent, 
would help eliminate some of the frustrations and problems of everyday life that all the people 
concerned are feeling. Additionally, there would not be such an attitude of victor and conquered, 
but more of a sense of BOTH parties are working for the Best Interests of the children, which in 
the end, is the most important anyway. 
At the present time, the children are also eagerly engaged in piano lessons. They have weekly 
lessons. They have been unable to practice the piano while at the Petitioner's residence, even 
when they take copies of their song to practice home with them. The children ultimately are faced 
with going an entire week without any practice when they are not able to practice at the 
Petitioner's house. Hence the children are unable to advance as readily as many of the other 
students are. The children have voiced their desire to continue to take piano lessons. The piano 
lesson teacher has stated that she is concerned that there does not seem to be any continuity or 
family support for the children after they leave Respondent's house. See attached letter from the 
children's Piano Teacher. 
Respondent is currently living at the residence of his Mother. Respondent's Mother is a retired 
Elementary school teacher, who is capable of, and has many times in the past tutored school 
children in need of tutoring. Respondent's Mother also sits with the children at the piano to help 
the children with their piano lesson practicing. She is also trained in music. 
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25. As afiill time school teacher, the Respondent's Mother was able to show multiple years of high 
levels of achievement of her students, and was recognized throughout the school district for her 
high reading scores of the children she taught in her class. 
26. With the current daycare situation, there is about Vi hour of transportation time endured each 
morning for the children to be taken to their school with all the other drop oflfs of the day care 
facility. Often the children have complained that they do not arrive at school in time to buy the 
required lunch tickets they want for their school lunches. Respondent resides only about 1 mile 
from the children's school, so the delivery time would be mere minutes. 
27. Additionally, the children have wanted to belong to the school chess club and choir. Until just 
recently, the children were not able to join in the school choir fiiat met before school started each 
day of practice. Now because of the kindness and generosity ota concerned neighbor, the 
children were dropped off at the neighbor's house in the morning, and she saw to it that the 
children got to the choir practice. The children have also been instructed to go to another 
neighbors house after school for days they are not taken to daycare. This type of "farming out of 
the children" for them to be cared for by a multitude of others, is not conducive to be in harmony 
with the spirit, intent, or actual State Statute. 
28. With the current daycare situation the two younger children are riding around in a daycare van for 
about 45 minutes or more each day after school while the daycare facility pick up other children at 
each school they are required to go to. 
29. In a recent letter from counsel, (see attached) it was revealed that the oldest Daughter is suffering 
from problems that her doctor diagnosed and would be remedied by she needing to eat a better 
breakfast. If the children were dropped off at the residence of the Respondent in advance of the 
children needing to be at school, they could enjoy time to eat breakfast while the Petitioner is 
driving to her own employment. If the Petitioner wanted to adjust her work schedule to be later 
in the day, so she could drop the children off at school, or that she could work four 10 hour days, 
and have a weekday off with the children, that could also be accommodated. 
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30. Respondent, by way of himself while unemployed, or even after obtaining employment that would 
not require him to be to work until after such time the children would be starting school, and his 
Mother, would also provide the required transportation for all of the children to get to and from 
their school, and other activities that they are to be in attendance at. The respondent is not asking 
for additional funds for the additional meals that would also be provided to the children, but asks 
the court for such consideration of those facts, and additional expenses. 
31. The current day care facility the two younger children are being taken to charges the Petitioner 
approximately $600.00 per month with some variation based on the children's activities, 
Summertime schedule, and the financial penalties or surcharges the facility may impose upon the 
Petitioner. 
32. I request the Order on Temporary Matters be modified so that Respondent's Child Support 
obligation be temporarily suspended until such time the Respondent is fully employed, and then 
recalculated then. In support of that also Respondent, and his Mother are willing to provide the 
daycare services both before, and after school as the children are currently receiving from a 
surrogate care facility. This same benefit is also extended to meet the needs of the oldest child 
who currently is unsupervised at times both before, and after school, and could benefit from such 
an arrangement if she was so ordered by the court to attend. 
33. I request the Order on Temporary Matters be modified so that Respondents Child Support 
obligation at such time that full employment is obtained be temporarily reduced to an amount that 
is manageable and equivalent to the Respondent's wages he is then able to obtain. 
34. In another even separate court hearing in July 2003, Petitioner stated through counsel, that she 
had other means of financial support, and was not asking for money from Respondent, when her 
counsel said" .. Joanne has her church to support her". Petitioner has also disclosed in her 
interrogatories, that she has other means of financial support. Apparently, Petitioner feels she has 
in excess of $7,200.00 per year that is not needed to support the children, that she pays the 
daycare facility, because of her own spite against the children's Grandmother, and her desire to 
draw the children away from their relationship they desire to build with their Grandmother. In 
addition to the $7,200.00 surplus funds that the Petitioner feels she has to throw away to the 
children's daycare facility, Petitioner has been able to set funds aside in a personal investment 
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account that has increased from about $18,000.00 In 2002 to about $25,000.00 in 2004. This 
does not include the continual increase the Petitioner noted was accumulating in her personal 
savings account as well. 
35. With all the extra money the Petitioner seems to have at her disposal, she has exhibited a strong 
will not to provide the children with birthday presents to take with them when they attend 
birthday parties of their friends, that the Respondent has taken them to. This has been the case for 
the past three years of wrangling, until this past week, when she sent an unwrapped $3.00 gift for 
the youngest child to take with her to her birthday party. This action begs the question of "What 
is Child Support for, if it is not used to pay for and support the needs of the children"?. In 
addition to her many other sources of funds, the Petitioner has also stated that her family will, or 
has been willing to help her financially with her needs. 
36. At the time of the Court's determining Alimony, Petitioner overstated, and misrepresented her 
monthly expenses, in order to paint a picture of financial need for Alimony. When such expenses 
were questioned by counsel in the deposition of the Petitioner, it was revealed that her expenses 
she claimed were mis-represented. 
37. I request the Order on Temporary Matters be modified so as to relieve the Respondent of the 
Alimony obligation ordered upon him since Petitioner currently makes more income than the 
Respondent, and that situation is foreseen to continue indefinitely. Additionally, in the October 
2004 hearing before Commissioner Casey, Petitioner represented that she was qualified for much 
better paying employment than she is currently employed at. It is my opinion that the Petitioner is 
resting on the comforts of a lower paying employment than she could obtain, only to continue to 
have Alimony, and higher Child Support paid by Respondent. 
38. State Statute is more than clear, and goes as far as to be specifically clear that Family care of the 
children, is preferred over Surrogate care. Therefore, I ask the Court to order the children be 
cared for by the Respondent, and his Mother. Such a situation would better address the needs of 
the children, and the financial problems of the parties involved. 
39. On two separate occasions, as also documented and supported by Guy Gali, of the Parent Time 
Enforcement Division of the Third District Court, the parties have been certified for mediation, 
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and the mediation has yet to transpire. I ask the court to intervene, so as to so direct the parties 
to engage in mediation to have many of the troubling Parent Time issues mediated prior to 
advancing to trial. Failure to do so only further devastates the children, and holds them hostage, 
which in both cases, they do not understand. 
In light of the desire of the children to spend more time with the Respondent, and because of the 
Respondent caring for the children, and because of the prior Guardian ad Litem's request for the 
Respondent to designate specific times of more than the minimum visitation or parent time than 
allowed by statute, for him to help facilitate, and because of the un-negotiable attitude of the 
Petitioner, and her demonstrated propensity to disregard the best interests of the children, and the 
admonitions of the court, and it's appointees, and the Petitioner's demonstrated defiance of such, 
and because Guy Gali has twice been prepared to facilitate the mediation of such, and the 
Petitioner has flatly refused. Conversely, several times Respondent has been commended by both 
Petitioners counsel, and Bob Steel, for the Respondent's cooperation, and willingness to be 
accommodating. I ask the court to modify the Order on Temporary Matters to include either 
three weeknight visits per week, or two weeknight visits per week with overnight stays along with 
an equal and regularly alternating scheduled Family Home Evening night, and an extra weekend 
per month for the children to visit the Respondent at the Respondent's residence. Either would 
be easily facilitated with the children already being cared for when the Petitioner is away at work. 
Either would facilitate a more appropriate approach to meeting the best interests of the children. 
Either would be more beneficial to the children than they currently experience. Either would lay 
cause to reducing the number of phone calls the Respondent has to make to keep up with, and 
nurture his relationship with the children. Either would be more beneficial to the children's school 
work, and school performance. 
I request the Order on Temporary Matters be modified to also stipulate the return time for the 
children to be standardized for all return times to be the same time, and without prejudice being 
shown in favor of the Petitioner. 
Prior Orders of the court, in both the Divorce case, and Protective Order cases, have authorized 
communication among the children, and the Petitioner and Respondent in personal or Family 
counseling or therapy. It has been established that counseling with the Respondent, and the oldest 
child, if not all of the children, be done as the therapists deem appropriate. Since the Respondent 
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is unable to attend personally the therapist has embarked on a method of family therapy or 
counseling to include the Respondent and the oldest child with communication through e-mail. 
This has been going on for some time. As with any therapy, or counseling, the conversations and 
privileges held in the counseling or therapy sessions are to be held in the utmost degree of 
confidentiality. It has been brought to the attention of the Respondent, that such communications 
shared in these fragmented e-mail communications that are to be a form of the counselor directed 
therapy, and such, are not being tfeated with privacy or confidentiality of the parties in such 
therapy. I ask the court to intervene to establish the confidentiality doctor client privilege be 
extended to the e-mails of the parties in such new form of therapy. All correspondence to the 
children from the Respondent has been relayed to the children's counselors) and most often to 
the prior Guardian ad Litem as well. The counselor has opted to dis-allow any phone contact, so 
the therapy is conducted via e-mail. It is a concern of the Respondent, that much of the 
counseling or therapy e-mails I are being thrown around, and bantered about, and thus breeching 
the confidentiality aspect of counseling or therapy for the children and the Respondent. 
Respectfully Submitted this i&-day of February, 2005 
Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
\ CPXCL ^4r~-*- appeared before me on the ^tv- day of 
r ^ ^ w _, l^o^ with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this 
document in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents 
and that the contents were true to his/her personal knowledge 
DATED this g? day of W W w / ^ w \ , l$(7> 
^ 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
\ CHRISTOPHER L GREEN 
V*\ 2 3" fcast 33C1 South 
Salt iaKe City Utah 84109 
i*f hvf •jumm^iiftn Frpirfl'i 
ja,,uary 31 2006 
S l A T F O F U I A H 
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Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
(801) 277-9955 
IN THE STATE OF UTAH THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
Joanne Stone 
Plaintiff 
-V-
Todd Stone 
Respondent 
RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT & MOTION 
IN SUPPORT TO MODIFY ORDER 
ON TEMPORARY MATTERS 
Civil Case # 014903655 DA 
Commissioner: T. Patrick Casey Lewis 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
You are hereby notified that a hearing on the above captioned matter is scheduled at _ 
P.M. on the / p ^day of tkjp 2005, in Room M S c ? of the Matheson Courthouse located 
at 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
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Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
(801) 277-9955 
IN THE STATE OF UTAH THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
Joanne Stone 
Plaintiff 
-V-
Todd Stone 
Respondent 
RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT & MOTION 
IN SUPPORT TO MODIFY ORDER 
ON TEMPORARY MATTERS 
Civil Case # 014903655 DA 
Commissioner: T. Patrick Casey Lewis 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that on the y^day of February, 2005, I caused to be delivered a true and exact copy of 
the document noted above to the following: 
Brent R. Chipman Attorney for Petitioner Joanne Stone 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN 
215 South State Street, Twelfth Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Michelle Bloomquist Guardian ad Litem 
450 South State Street Suite # W22 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
( * • 
nod- <y 
3* 
P<-
J)-P 
l , W r •4 
f (A b ^ 
k-& 
v<U^ 
Frances M. Palacios Attorney for the Children 
357 South 200 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Todd Stone Defendant Pro Se 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 
1. Petitioner is awarded the temporary primary legal and physical custody of the 
minor children of the parties during the pendency of this action, subject to Respondent's 
'a>«-y r\ rights of visitation as agreed by the parties, and at a minimum, visitation pursuant to §30-
•uiifs'hec/ 
\}fr)piV0» 
i | 3-35 and §30-3-35.5, Utah Code Annotated. The statutory provisions shall be a guide and 
shall govern Respondent's visitation, except as the parties otherwise agree. 
2. The parties are encouraged to be flexible and accommodating with regard 
to parenting time. 0\Us ftun./y Ac+u/\j\tS> 
September 28,2004 
To Whom It May Concern: 
It is important to a child's well being to develop talents during their youth. Music lessons 
have always been considered a great discipline. I began teaching Brooke and Brylee 
Stone piano lessons this past summer. From the beginning both girls showed considerable 
enthusiasim, but expressed concern over finding the necessary time to practice. 
Each morning before school, Brooke and Brylee are taken to the East Millcreek 
Recreation Center where they return after school until they are picked up by their mother 
around 6:00 P.M. While they arc at the center the girls are unable to practice their music 
lessons or do their homework. In the evening after they return home, eat dinner, and do 
homework, there is little, if any, time to practice the piano. 
The girl's grandmother, Annabelle Stone, is an accomlished pianist. If Brooke and Brylee 
were able to go to their grandmother's home after school each day, the problem of 
inconsistent practicing could be solved. The girls would have enough time to finish their 
homework and practice the piano, and they would benefit from Annabell's love and 
nurturing. 
Annabelle is eager for her granddaughters to engage in piano lessons and is willing to sit 
with each girl during practice. Any music teacher will tell you how extremely beneficial 
this is to the success of mastering a musical instrument. Parental support is vital and the 
girl's mother doesn't seem very willing to offer her support. 
It would be a shame for Brooke and Brylee to miss the opportunity of develping their 
talents and learning the piano. 
Sincerely, 
Joy Clarkson 
Joanne Stone 
February 3, 2005 
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Joanne took Brittney to the doctor on Wednesday, Feb. 2 . Brittney had 
experienced some dizziness, headaches, and itching in her ears. The doctor did not 
find any infection or problem with her ears. He thinks she may be allergic to the 
shampoo she has been using and that she needs to eat a better breakfast and get more 
sleep. 
Joanne has also scheduled an appointment for Brook for Monday the 7th 
to follow up on the constipation problem. 
I am sending a copy of this letter to the new guardian ad litem, Michelle 
Blomquist. I received her Notice of Substitution for Bob Steele in today's mail. 
Very truly yours, 
BRC/cc 
Copy: Joanne Stone 
Michelle R. Blomquist 
Fabian 
& 
Clendenin 
A Professional Corporation 
Attorneys at Law 
215 South State, Twelfth Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
Telephone (801)531-8900 
PO Box 510210 
Salt Lake City, UT 84151 -0210 
Brent R. Chipman 
Attorney at Law 
Direct Dial: (801)323-2229 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
bchipman&fabianlaw com 
February 7, 2006 
HAND DELIVERED 
Honorable Tyrone E. Medley 
Third District Court Judge 
450 South State Street 
W48 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
RE: Joanne Stone v. Todd Stone, Annabelle Stone Intervenor 
Civil No. 014903655 DA 
Dear Judge Medley: 
I am enclosing some documents that I hope may help resolve the issue of 
a "missing" appeal filed by Mr. Stone on March 5, 2005. 
This matter was brought back to my attention when I received the 
enclosed letter from the Court of Appeals, dated February 1. 2006. It references 
"Respondent's Appeal and Objections to prior Court Actions and contempt". I believe 
that Mr. Stone tried to refile the document with the Court of Appeals. It was returned to 
him as an improper filing. 
I also attach a partial printout of the court docket showing the original filing 
on March 4, 2005 and my file copy of that pleading. The only reference to an appeal is 
in the second paragraph where Mr. Stone purports to appeal a prior ruling of the court 
not to adjust child support or alimony as ordered by the court. That Order was based on 
the recommendation of Commissioner Casey at a hearing prior to the scheduling 
conference with your office. The commissioner thought the request should be handled 
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3RD DISTRICT COURT - SALT LAKE COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JOANNE L STONE, 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
TODD L STONE, 
Respondent, 
MINUTES 
ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
Case No: 014903655 DA 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Date: December 6, 2004 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Petitioner(s): JOANNE L STONE 
Other Parties: ROBERT L STEELE 
Attorney for the Respondent: DELANO S FINDLAY 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
Audio 
Tape Number: 18-04 Tape Count: 9:58-11:0! 
HEARING 
This matter is before the cou 
respondent's amended motion fo 
and counsel were present as li 
After hearing argument, COMMI 
1. The parties are mutually 
litigation with the children; 
2. The parties are mutually 
with the children; 
3. The request for an increa 
trial issue; 
4. The request to change th 
denied on the understanding th 
to pay any amounts above what 
therapist on his insurance pla 
5. The request for the court 
rt for a hearing regarding the 
r order to show cause. The parties 
sted above. 
SSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
restrained from discussing the 
restrained from discussing the move 
se of parent time is reserved as a 
e therapist for the children is 
at respondent is not being required 
he would be required to pay if a 
n were being used; 
to appoint a parental alienation 
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Case No: 014903655 
Date: Dec 06, 2004 
evaluator to evaluate that particular issue is denied. Respondent 
is entitled to hire an expert if that is what he chooses to do. If 
respondent intends to spend money on another expert 
before paying the custody evaluator. he runs the risk of having 
the Judge disregard what the expert has to say; 
6. The Commissioner will not change the order with respect to 
daycare as long as respondent is not being required to pay for the 
daycare; 
7. The parties should handle the property issue as read into the 
record; 
8. The petitioner's request for attorney1s fees is denied; 
Mr. Findlay is to prepare and submit the appropriate order. 
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Brent R. Chipman #0626 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
215 South State Street, 12th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801)531-8900 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
Y 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ooOoo 
JOANNE L. STONE, 
Petitioner, 
v. 
TODD L. STONE, 
Respondent. 
ORDERS ON MOTIONS 
HEARD ON 
FEBRUARY 18,2005 
Civil No 014903655 DA 
Judge Tyrone E. Medley 
Comm. T. Patrick Casey 
-ooOoo-
The Guardian ad Litem's Motion to Certify Issues; Respondent's Motions 
to Modify Temporary Order; and Petitioner's Motion for Temporary Relief came on for 
hearing on February 18, 2005 before Commissioner T. Patrick Casey. 
Petitioner was represented Brent R. Chipman of Fabian & Clendenin, P.C. 
Respondent was present and represented himself pro se. Michelle R. Blomquist of the 
Office of the Guardian ad Litem was present representing the minor children. 
A partial stipulation was reached and read into the record and approved by 
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the court. Following argument, the Commissioner made his recommendations on the 
disputed issues. Subject to Objections filed pursuant to the Code of Judicial 
Administration and the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, and good cause appearing, now 
therefore: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows: 
1. Petitioner will maintain health insurance for the minor children as 
available tlirough her employment with each party paying one-half the pro rata cost of 
the premium for the children. 
2. Respondent shall supply Petitioner with a certificate of insurance from the 
coverage with his former employer to facilitate her obtaining coverage on the children 
through her employment. 
3. Respondent's email communication with Brittney shall be funneled 
through her therapist who can review and forward the emails, as appropriate, to Brittney. 
4. The issue of the return or location of property for the minor children is 
certified as a trial issue. 
5. Respondent's contempt for violating restraining orders against involving 
the minor children in divorce issues and against making derogatory remarks about the 
other parent to the children is certified for trial. 
6. Respondent's requests to modify child support and alimony are reserved 
as trial issues, as is the issue of whether or not Respondent is voluntarily unemployed. 
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7. The tax dependency issue has been addressed previously and is reserved 
as a trial issue. 
8. Respondent's request for a finding of impecuniosity is out of context, and 
has been previously addressed by the Commissioner in a minute entry. 
9. The court will not readdress the issue of childcare at this time. 
10. It would be unwise to address Respondent's request for parent time 
adjustment so close to the scheduling of trial. Respondent may make requests and 
address issues with the custody evaluator and the trial judge. No adjustments to parent 
time are recommended. 
11. The issue of mediation is reserved for Judge Medley to consider at the 
Scheduling Conference, based on the prior certification for trial. 
12. Petitioner's request for attorney's fees is reserved as a trial issue. 
APPROVED and RECOMMENDED this day of 2005. 
T. Patrick Casey 
Domestic Relations Commissioner 
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Brent R. Chipman #0626 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
215 South State Street, 12th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801)531-8900 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ooOoo 
JOANNE L. STONE, : 
: NOTICE OF HEARING 
Petitioner, 
v. : Civil No 014903655 DA 
TODD L. STONE, : 
: Judge Tyrone E. Medley 
Respondent. : 
: Comm. T. Patrick Casey 
ooOoo 
NOTICE is hereby given that Petitioner's Motion for Temporary Relief 
will be heard on Friday, February 18, 2005 at 9:00 a.m. before Commissioner T. 
Patrick Casey, Courtroom W 36, Matheson Courthouse, 450 South State Street, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84111, in conjunction with the Motion to Certify Issues, filed by the Guardian 
ad Litem, and Respondent's Motion to Modify Temporary Matters. 
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DATED this / / day of 2005. 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
Brent R. Chipman 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
on the u tk 
I certify that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Hearing was hand delivered 
day of February 2005 to Todd L. Stone, Respondent, 3747 Hillside Lane, 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 and to Michelle R. Blomquist, Guardian for the minor 
children, 450 South State Street, Suite W22, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0403. 
3RD DISTRICT COURT - SALT LAKE COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JOANNE L STONE, 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
TODD L STONE, 
Respondent, 
MINUTES 
LAW AND MOTION 
Case No: 014903655 DA 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Date: February 18, 2005 
Clerk: 
PRESENT 
susanp 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Other Parties: MICHELLE R BLOMQUIST 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
Audio 
Tape Number: 3-05 Tape Count: 9:14-10:14 
HEARING 
This matter is before the court for a hearing regarding the GAL's 
motion for return of property, respondent's motion and petitioner's 
motion for temporary relief. 
A partial stipulation was reached and read into the record and 
approved by the court; 
1. Petitioner will maintain health insurance for the minor 
children with each party paying one-half the premium amount for the 
children; 
2. Respondent's e-mails to the minor child, Brittany, will be 
funneled through her therapist, then he can forward them to her; 
IN DISPUTE COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
1. The issue of return of the child's property is certified as a 
trial issue; 
2. The issue of contempt is certified to the Judge for an 
evidentiary hearing against the respondent on the issue of 
involving the children in this case and discussing it with them; 
3. The respondent's request to modify the temporary child support 
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Date: Feb 18, 2005 
and alimony is reserved; 
4. The tax dependency issue has been addressed previously; 
5. The issue of impecuniosity has previously been addressed by 
the Commissioner in a minute entry; 
6. The daycare issue was previously addressed; 
7. The Commissioner will not rule on the request for a parent 
time adjustment (already been addressed a few times previously); 
8. With respect to the mediation request, this matter has already 
been certified to the Judge for trial. It will be Judge Medleyfs 
decision whether he sends the parties to mediation; 
9. The request for attorney's fees is reserved; 
Mr. Chipman is to prepare and submit the appropriate order. 
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ADDENDUM "6" 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) £ L r ^ > f/^ Jn i y*e 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion for Assignment of Marital 
v Debt or Title 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
COMES NOW Respondent having good cause motions the court for an order removing 
Petitioner's name from the ownership Deed and Title of the Parties real estate parcels because of 
the Petitioner's lack of payment for said properties, and for the increased financial risk of the 
incomplete order of January 9, 2006.. 
This motion is made on the following grounds and for the following reasons: 
1. Petitioner has voluntarily and without cause violated many of the contractual terms of the 
parties mortgages held on the parties real estate. 
2. The Petitioner voluntarily abandoned the properties, and has demonstrated compete disregard 
for any of the related financial obligations of the applicable first mortgages. 
16 
3. Prior signed and validated orders of the court specifically addressing this issue stated 
Respondent was to receive the marital residence. 
4. The order of January 9, 2006 failed to provide complete direction or protection to the parties 
creditors secured by the parties real estate holdings. 
5. The mortgagor wishes to remove their financial risk associated with the Petitioner. 
6. The Mortgagor petitions the court to remove the Petitioner from the property ownership deed 
or title in order to secure their interests. 
7. The court failed to provide any way of property distribution or valuation at the time of 
separation or divorce. 
8. The Petitioner has failed to, and continues to refuse to pay any of the amount of mortgages 
past or currently due. 
9. The Petitioners failure to pay the mortgage amounts due resulted in potential loss to the 
Respondent or other affected parties. 
10. This case is the only available forum with proper jurisdiction to adjudicate and resolve these 
matters. 
11. The court failed to provide any direction or manner of calculation of how if any of the sales 
proceeds should be distributed among all of the creditors, owners, parties, or other involved 
parties. 
12. The "Petitioner's actions have caused the mortgagors to seek legal action against the 
Respondent mortgagee. 
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13. The court lacked jurisdiction over one property owner. 
14. The court order directed the Respondent to act unethically if compliance with the order of the 
court was expected. 
15. The January 9, 2006 order of the court failed to be a final order dispensing with resolution of 
all the pending matters between the parties. Any further delay will cause the properties to be 
lost to foreclosure or legal wrangling of unethical and unprofessional counsel contributors to 
this case. 
16. Wells Fargo Mortgage Company requests order from the court to allow sale or assignment of 
the parties Mortgage to a lender willing to take on the increased financial risk of the Petitioner 
and lower income levels of the parties. 
17. The Petitioner has failed to provide wage and employment information to the mortgage 
company(ies) to assume the mortgage. 
18. Neither party is able to assume the mortgage on their own financial standing. 
19. The motioned for relief would prevent further negative credit reporting to be placed against 
the parties credit report, and would be the start to getting on with their financial life. 
20. The Respondent should not be caused to suffer loss or expense or damages because of the 
actions of the Petitioner. 
21. The other affected parties should be allowed to exercise their full legal rights, and not be 
confined to the whims or desires or vengeance of the Petitioner. 
22. Prior order of the court afforded the Respondent to garner his available resources in order to 
pay his debts. Yet without the requested relief, Respondent is unable to fulfill meeting the 
order or his financial requirements or obligations. 
23. Failure to grant the requested relief unjustly enriches one party at the expense of the other 
party merely because of the passage of time and inflation of property values with the enriched 
party doing or paying nothing to qualify for such unjust enrichment. 
24. Interest charges and other expenses continue to mount while waiting for the requested relief 
or finalization of the matters. 
25. With the desired relief granted, the parties can establish how future settlements can be settled and funds 
distributed based on the amount of principal each party paid. 
26. To date, Petitioner has still not made the required payment on the parties Wells Fargo mortgage or the parties 
other first mortgages. 
27. In prior court hearings, the court so ruled that the Petitioner was to make payments on the parties other 
mortgages, yet neglected any order on the Parties Wells Fargo Mortgage. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to issue order that because of Petitioner's actions resulting in loss, 
expense, and ultimate foreclosure of the parties real estate, the Respondent fore and behalf of the parties secured 
creditors petitions the court to have the Petitioner's name removed from title ownership deeds and records. 
THEREFORE, in lack of removing Petitioner's name from ownership title and deed, Respondent, a 
contracted mortgagee, motions for and behalf of the Respondent, and Wells Fargo Mortgage N.A. and in order not 
19 
to impinge or diminish the rights of other owners and concerned and involved parties, the Respondent motions the 
court to issue order to recognize the Petitioner's demonstrated lack of financial responsibility and accountability, 
and the court to allow that Wells Fargo Mortgage sell, assign, transfer, the Wells Fargo Mortgage with the 
permission of the court and without recourse from the Petitioner such a manner to any other selected lender of their 
choice in order to rid themselves of the increased financial risk the Petitioner has caused to be placed upon the 
Wells Fargo mortgage on the parties Melony Drive property. 
THEREFORE, until such time as all damages incurred by affected parties can be ascertained and calculated, the 
Respondent motions the court to reserve the Respondent's right to seek reimbursement of past, current and future 
monetary damages along with appropriate interest, fees, fines and penalties. 
THEREFORE, at the point that all of the parties first mortgage obligations are paid in full, the Respondent 
motions the court to determine at some specific point in time the appropriate distribution method of sale or 
property sale proceeds based upon the divorce date or separation date, and or the principal amount paid by all 
involved parties to be paid, or reimbursed and or designated by the court to and for each party so involved. 
g-stefr 
Date Todd Stone 
. fo Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on ^y c 7 ' u ^ , 2006 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Cory Wall 2168 East Fort Union Blvd. Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 
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Brent R. Chipman #0626 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
215 South State Street, 12th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801)531-8900 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
j l M U i ^ ' - '^ ' , ' ;\ i 
. \ L T u , V l ULPARTMEHT 
HY — fTf lJIY CLERK 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
ooOoo 
JOANNE L. STONE, 
Petitioner, 
v. 
TODD L. STONE, 
Respondent. 
OBJECTION TO ENTRY OF 
APPEARANCE AND NOTICE 
OFINTEREST 
Civil No 014903655 DA 
Judge Tyrone E. Medley 
Comm. T. Patrick Casey 
-ooOoo-
Petitioner objects to the Entry of Appearance and Notice of Interest filed 
by J. Bruce Reading and David S. Bridge on behalf of Annabelle Stone for the following 
reasons: 
1. Annabelle Stone has not requested or been granted the right to intervene in 
this proceeding. There is no reason why Mrs. Stone needs to intervene in this 
proceeding. 
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2. There is no need for Annabelle Stone to give this court notice of any 
interest she claims in real property involved in the divorce proceeding. Her son is the 
Respondent in this proceeding and he executed the Quit Claim Deeds transferring his 
interest in the subject properties to his mother. 
3. Annabelle Stone has filed an independent action against the Petitioner and 
the Respondent seeking protect any claims or interest she may have in or against the 
subject properties. 
WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that the Entry of Appearance and Notice of 
Interest have no effect, and that any Motion to Intervene filed on behalf of Annabelle 
Stone be denied. _ 
DATED this ^ ^ day of f \ j «U,i4^f- 2004. 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN 
By; ^ ^ ^ ^ ^Ql^^tSfP^^. 
Brent R. Chipman 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah » Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Notice of lack of Jurisdiction 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent gives notice, and Motions the Court the following: 
In the court's prior perceived "agreement" of the parties, the court lacked jurisdiction over parties not 
involved in this divorce action. The agreement is thus not binding, and should not be considered or 
enforced by the court. The agreement was based on both the custody and the property distribution of the 
minor children, Petitioner, and Respondent. One aspect of the agreement is not considered to be by itself, 
and or separated from another aspect of the agreement1 or parties. 
The Respondent lacked jurisdiction to allow lien assignment of funds against the sale proceeds, or agree 
to sale of property the Respondent does not own. 
The proceeds for payment of the attorney fees of counsel are only to be deducted from the Petitioner's 
share of sales proceeds, and not those of other parties, since Respondent lacked jurisdiction of granting 
sales proceeds to be given to counsel, or an outside party. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss and also not consider in any rulings the 
"perceived agreement" of court appearance of August 3, 2005. Any reliance or ruling influenced by such 
agreement, thus is requested to also be dismissed and or reversed. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and aflfirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
WELLS H O M E U ^ 
FARGO I MORTGAGE 
Charlotte, NC 28201-1225 
January 16,2006 
000278/936DaY30 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LANE 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
2,254.94 
45.00 
144.50 
0.00 
2,444.44 
1,127.47 
S3,571.91 
Dear Borrowcr(s): RE: Loan Number 0013527452 
Our records indicate that your loan is in default. Unless the payments on your loan can be brought current by 
February 15, 2006, it will become necessary to accelerate your Mortgage Note and pursue the remedies 
provided for in your Mortgage or Deed of Trust. The total delinquency against your account as of today's 
date is as follows: 
Past Due Payments $ 
Late Charge Balance $ 
Other Fees $ 
Suspense Balance - $ 
Total Delinquency as of 01/16/06 S 
Payments due in riext 30 days $ 
Total due to cure default and bring loan current as of February 15, 2006 
Your failure to pay this delinquency, plus additional payments and fees that may become due, will result in the 
acceleration of your Mortgage Note. Once acceleration has occurred, a foreclosure action, or any other 
remedy permitted under the terms of your Mortgage or Deed of Trust, may be initiated. 
You have the right to reinstate your Mortgage Note and Mortgage or Deed of Trust after acceleration. 
However, any future negotiations attempting to reinstate your loan or any payment of less than the full 
amount due shall not constitute Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.'s waiver of the acceleration unless agreed to, in 
writing, by Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. and may be returned. If foreclosure is initiated, you will have the right to 
refute the existence of a default or offer any other defense to acceleration you may deem appropriate. 
To avoid the possibilitv of acceleration you must pay 
$2,444.44 By Januarv 31, 2006, 2:00 P.M. Central Time 
$3,571.91 By February 15, 2006, 2:00 P.M. Central Time 
in CERTIFIED funds, to Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, 1 Home Campus, X2501-01H, Des Moines, IA 
50328. If funds are not received by the above stated time, we will proceed with acceleration. 
We are required by Federal Law to notify you of the availability of government approved home ownership 
counseling agencies designed to help homeowners avoid losing their home. To obtain a list of approved 
counseling agencies for your state please call 1-800-569-4287. We urge you to give this matter your 
immediate attention. 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Notice of Foreclosure and Default 
and Motion for contempt, and Affidavit & 
request for Immediate court intervention 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent gives Attests to, and Motions the Court the following: 
The last and standing order from the court specifically dealing with the Petitioner's financial obligation or Petitioner's 
financial responsibility states that the Petitioner is responsible to: 
"...maintain the first and second mortgage obligation on the parties marital residence" 
The marital residence is mortgaged by Wells Fargo Mortgage. 
The Petitioner has failed to comply with the prior court Order requiring the Petitioner to pay the mortgage obligation to 
Wells Fargo Mortgage. 
In the same order of the court, the Respondent was ordered to make other payment obligations attached to other property the 
parties jointly owned. The Respondent has complied with such order of the court, where the Petitioner refuses to comply 
with the same order of the court. 
The Petitioner has refused to make such mortgage payment to Wells Fargo Mortgage, since October, 2005. 
Wells Fargo Mortgage has assessed late fees and penalties to the mortgage, because the Petitioner has failed to make the 
required mortgage payments as the court had previously so ordered the Petitioner to do. 
The Wells Fargo Mortgage is held in the Respondent's name, and late payments are reported under the Respondent's credit 
report and the Respondent's Social Security #. 
Wells Fargo is reporting on credit reports, that the mortgage payments are no longer being made, or that they are late. 
The Respondent is caused to suffer negative credit reporting because of the Petitioner's failure to be bound by the orders of 
the court. 
Wells Fargo Mortgage will continue to assess penalties, and other late fees or foreclosure fees against the mortgage that is 
against the marital residence. 
Wells Fargo Mortgage company have already attempted to foreclose on the property, because local law enforcement 
reported the Petitioner had abandoned the property. Other creditors and co-owners of the property were successful to cause 
uJ 
r- *•- ,-\ r% - , 
I , / ** 
V, L- «-> U. ^ 
Wells Fargo Mortgage company to reconsider their abandonment foreclosure of the property, until such time as the law 
allows for non-payment foreclosure. 
Wells Fargo mortgage is now preparing for the second time in three months to foreclose on the marital residence property 
because the Petitioner has refused to comply with the prior order of the court, that of: requiring the Petitioner to pay the 
Wells Fargo Mortgage amounts due on the party's marital residence. 
Wells Fargo Mortgage Company who is the first lien holder of the property is in the position to foreclose on the property 
because of no payments being made by the Petitioner for so long. 
Respondent asks the court to find the Petitioner to be in contempt of court, and sanction the Petitioner, and or counsel, for 
the Petitioner's refusal to comply with the prior order of the court, ordering the Petitioner to maintain the mortgage 
payments on the marital residence. Since the Petitioner has demonstrated a willful attempt to rid herself of the marital 
property by abandoning the same. 
Because of the financial devastation resulting in the Petitioner's refusal to make the required mortgage payments, and 
because the Petitioner appears in court on this issue without clean hands, the Respondent asks for the court's immediate 
assistance to convey the Petitioner's ownership interest to the Respondent. The court's immediate assistance is also 
required in order to avoid imminent and pending foreclosure, and loss of the property to Wells Fargo Mortgage, or to other 
creditors that might also seek to secure the property at auction. 
The court's intervention in this matter is also desperately required, so the Petitioner will feel a need to be accountable for 
her actions, or disobedience to, or non-compliance with, other court orders. Additionally, the court's intervention is 
urgently needed so the Respondent will be able to obtain the needed financing to make the Wells Fargo mortgage 
obligations and prevent the property from being lost to the creditors of the marital residence, and thus the Respondent not 
be caused to suffer further and detrimental financial injury, and to prevent Wells Fargo Mortgage from foreclosing on the 
parties joint marital property, and all the other related legal fees of such property foreclosure from being assessed to the 
parties joint marital debt obligation. 
Without such assistance of the court, the Respondent is subject to financial loss, and excess late fees, or additional legal 
fees, or additional foreclosure fees or penalties, and negative credit reporting, all because of the actions of the Petitioner. 
The court should not allow the Petitioner any benefit or advantage because of the Petitioner's violation of contract, or 
because of the Petitioner's violation of prior order of the court. The court should also hold the Petitioner accountable for her 
own actions, or allow the Petitioner to suffer the financial losses of her own actions, and not cause the Respondent to also 
suffer such loss. 
Other creditors or co-owner(s) of the marital residence, risk loosing a substantial amount of their investment, if the 
Petitioner continues to not make the mortgage payment to Wells Fargo Mortgage as the court previously ordered the 
Petitioner to do. 
Other creditors or co-owners of the property are preparing to step in and take the property from the Petitioner because of the 
Petitioner's actions of failing to pay Petitioner's other financial obligations. 
In past appearances to the court, the Petitioner misrepresented to the court that the Petitioner would maintain the marital 
residence as the Petitioner's domicile. The court allowed the Petitioner to move from the premises, yet failed to alter the 
prior Order that the Petitioner was to pay for the residence. 
No final court hearing, or determination or ruling has caused the marital residence to be permanently given to the 
Petitioner. 
Subsequent court appearances in court have failed to address what party is responsible for the payment of the mortgage 
amount on the parties marital residence. The Respondent is financially unable to continue to make additional payments 
because of the Petitioner's willful actions of seeking benefits without accepting the financial obligation that accompanies 
that benefit. 
The actions of the Petitioner demonstrate the Petitioner's desire not to be bound by the financial obligations that the 
Petitioner has previously contracted. 
Because the Petitioner has fled the state, and refused to give notice of her employment, creditors are unable to serve notice 
of garnishment on the Petitioner, or garnish the Petitioner's wages. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to so find the Petitioner in contempt of court order, and appropriately 
sanction the Petitioner. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to order the Petitioner's ownership interest in the parties marital residence 
be transferred immediately to the Respondent, in order to facilitate the needed financing, and to avoid further negative 
reporting, or financial loss to the Respondent. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to so order, that all late fees, penalties, legal fees, foreclosure fees assessed to 
the marital residence because of the actions of the Petitioner, be assessed to the Petitioner because of the Petitioner's willful 
disobedience to court orders, and mortgage contracts. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to so find judgement against the Petitioner, in favor of the Respondent for 
the amount of joint marital mortgage fees, losses, expenses, etc. that are due, or become due or assessed because of the 
actions of the Petitioner. 
THEREFORE, Respondent motions the court to so find the Respondent is able to lien the marital property of the parties 
for injuries suffered the Respondent. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent R. Chipman 
Attorney at Law-
Direct Dial: (801)323-2229 
Facsimile: (801)531-1716 
b chipman®fabianlaw. com 
November 23, 2005 
SENT BY FACSIMILE AND 
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL 
Mary C. Corporon 
Corporon, Williams, & Bradford 
405 South Main Street, Suite 7th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Fax No. 328-9565 
Re: Joanne Stone v. Todd Stone 
Dear Mary: 
With regard to the home equity line of credit with America First Credit 
Union, my client is willing to continue to make the payments on that obligation pending 
the sale of the Melony Drive home. My client assumes that Todd or his mother has 
been making the payment on the first mortgage and that they will continue to do so 
pending the sell? of the property. The line of credit, however, was in existence when the 
parties separated, and should be paid off with proceeds from the sale of the property. 
Joanne is willing to look at adjusting the division of the remaining equity to make up for 
her use of the line of credit since the separation of the parties. I discussed this with you 
in my letter of November 3rd, but Mr. Stone seems unaware of that discussion based on 
the recently filed Motion for Assignment of America First Debt. By the way, he has 
reversed the Petitioner and Respondent in that motion. I assume he got mixed up with 
the Small Claims court matter where he is the Petitioner. 
Fabian 
& 
.lendenin 
A Professional Corporation 
Attorneys at Law 
215 South State. Twelfth Floor 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
Telephone: (801)531-8900 
P.O. Box 510210 
Salt Lake City, UT 84151-0210 
357730 1 
Sub 
class 
Checks and Amounts Joanne Stone 
Date 
1 January 16, 2000 
2 March 2,2000 
3 April 28,2000 
4 July 6,2000 
5 August 22,2000 
6 October 11, 2000 
7 November 3,2000 
8 December 26,2000 
9 January 26,2001 
10 February 28, 2001 
11 March 29,2001 
12 April 22, 2001 
or Todd Stone paid from their Joint funds toward the couples Joint Sears account. I 
from 1/1/2000 to 4/22/2001 | 
Check* 
7970 
8047 
8172 
8326 
8457 
8552 
8651 
8699 
8771 
8838 
8909 
8961 
Total 
Amount I 
38.00 
38.00 
38.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
474.00 
M 
L U N D B E R G 
-and-
&&oola/<£e'6< 
June 16,2006 
RE: Todd L. Stone and Joanne L. Stone Foreclosure 
Property Address: 2783 East Melony Drive, Salt Lake City, UT 84109 
L&ACaseNo. 06-55873 
Dear Occupant: 
We are handling a foreclosure of the property you presently occupy. A foreclosure sale will be held 
on July 13, 2006 at 10:15 a.m. A copy of the Notice of Trustee's Sale is enclosed for your 
information. 
It will be necessary for you to vacate the premises by the date and time of the sale. Please leave the 
premises neat and clean with the keys locked inside. 
If you have any further questions, please advise. 
Vervtruly yours. 
fjScott Lundb^g 
SL:rb 
Enclosure 
'mf^^^ 
:W:'"v,r^-wi; ^ 
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After Recording Return To: 
Lundberg & Associates 
3269 South Main Street, Suite 100 
Salt Lake City, UT 84115 
L&A Case No. 06-55873 
Team A/CS 
Parcel ID #: 22-02-104-010 
9662336 
3/15/2006 8:09:00 AM $10.00 
Book - 9266 Pg - 7473 
GaryW. Ott 
Recorder, Salt Lake County, UT 
LUNDBERG & ASSOCIATES 
BY: eCASH, DEPUTY - EF 1 P. 
(Space above for County Recorder's use) 
NOTICE OF DEFAULT AND ELECTION TO SELL 
On or about October 29, 1993, Todd L. Stone and Joanne L. Stone, as trustors, executed and 
delivered to Associated Title Company, as trustee, for the benefit of North American Mortgage 
Company, as beneficiary, a trust deed to secure the performance by the trustors of promissory note 
obligations. The trust deed was filed for record on November 3, 1993, with recorder's entry No. 
5647511, and re-filed January 19,1994, with recorder's entry No.5716031, Salt Lake County, Utah, 
and covers the following real property: 
Lot 21, LA JOYA HEIGHTS NO. 3, according to the official plat thereof on file and of record in the Salt Lake County 
Recorder's Office. 
Together with all the improvements now or hereafter erected on the property, and all easements, appurtenances, and 
fixtures now or hereafter a part of the property. 
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. is currently the holder of the beneficial interest in the trust deed. Scott 
Lundberg is the current trustee. The monthly payment obligation set forth in the promissory note is 
in default. All delinquent monthly payments, together with all unpaid taxes, insurance and other 
obligations under the promissory note and trust deed, are due. Under the provisions of the 
promissory note and trust deed, the unpaid principal balance is accelerated and now due, together 
with accruing interest, late charges, costs and trustees* and attorneys' fees. Accordingly, the trustee 
has elected to sell the property described in the trust deed. 
DATED: March 14,2006. 
indberg, Tf-rustee / ] 
nth Main Suite. 100 v / 
State of Utah 
County of Salt Lake 
Scott Lu
3269 Sou , it
Salt Lake City, UT 84115 
Office Hours: 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 
801-263-3400 
:ss. 
) 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me on March 14, 2006, by Scott Lundberg, 
trustee. 
*\ V£*HY PUBLIC^ 
LARA SIMMONS 
c^ffS Mam Street #ioo 
_STATE OF TFT,
 fT 
otary Publitr / N t r  lil 
8908029 
Recording Requested By; 
CTC Real Estate Services 
1800 Tapo Canyon Road 
MSN SV2-88 
Sirni Valley, CA 93063 
(800)540-2684 
8908029 
11/26/2003 09:05 AH 1 2 - 0 0 
Book - B916 P3 - 5905-5906 
GARY W. OTT 
RECORDER, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH 
CTC REAL ESTATE SEHvICES 
176 COWTRYaiDE W 
I A S C A S O CA 93535 
BY: KAH> OEPUTY - H A 2 P . 
Mail Recorded Satisfaction To: 
TODD STONE, JOANNE STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LN 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84109 
Above Space for Recorder's Use 
DOCID#00079413O620O5N 
SUBSTITUTION OF TRUSTEE AND FULL RECONVEYANCE 
WHEREAS, TODD STONE, JOANNE STONE, 
the original Trustor, under that certain Deed of Trust dated 11/14/1995 and recorded 11/20/1995, Doc # 6217691, in 
Book 7274 Page 1057 of Official Records of the County of SALT LAKE, State of Utah. 
WHEREAS, the undersigned, as the present Beneficiary under said Deed of Trust desires to substitute a new Trustee 
under said Deed of Trust in place and stead of BRIGHTON TITLE COMPANY, now therefore, the undersigned 
hereby substitutes Fidelity National Title Insurance Company, as Trustee under said Deed of Trust and does hereby 
reconvey, without warranty, to the person or persons legally entitled thereto, the Estate now held by Trustee under 
said Deed of Trust. 
Legal Description Attached. SEE EXHIBIT "A". 
Tax ID: 22-p&i202^020-0000 
Dated: NOV 1 8 2003 
Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (flea Countrywide Funding 
Corporation) 
' Joann O'Neal 
Assistant Vice President 
Jennifer R/flrnrez 
Assistant Secretary 
New Trustee Notary Acknowledgement: 
STATE OF/CAJ,rfoRNIA, COUNTY OF ORANGE 
On (/I /ft I If2^ before me, Y. Brenes, Notary Public, personally appeared jQann O'Neal, personally 
known to At (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to the 
within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized capacity, and that by 
his/her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the 
instrument. 
Witness my hanoVand official seal. 
£ 
Y. BRENES 
Commission ? 1354088 
Notary Public - California 
Orange County 
\ 
N S a t e J / or r 
_ 5 * * 7 My Comm. Expires Apr 28.2006 F 
•w w » r i » w m mm m v 4 
Y. Brenesl 
Notary Public for said State and County 
Expires: 04/28/2006 
Current Beneficiary Notary Acknowledgement: 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
On 10/30/2003, before me, L. Cosio, Notary Public, personally appeared Jennifer Ramirez, personally known to me 
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized capacity, and that by his/her 
signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the instrument. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 
tt$84ZL 
L. Cosio 
Notary Public for said State and County 
Expires: 07/08/2007 
L COSIO 
COMM. #1429307 « 
NOTARY PUBUOCAUFORNIAm 
Los Angeles County -J. 
tivPomm Cvn lIHVfl 9M7& 
Des Moines IA 50306 3411 
#BWNGKLH 
//936HHXPKXFHRF121// 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LANE 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109-4050 
nmary 
merit (Principal and'or Interest, Escrow) $ 1 , 1 2 7 . 4 7 
onal Product(s) $ .00 
rent Monthly Payment $1,127.47 
rdue Payments 
aid Late Charge(s) 
>r Charges 
$1,127.47 
$45.00 
$ .00 
005446 
I I . . I . . I . . ! , . . I I I I . M I . I M . I M ! I I M . I I . ! . I I M M I . . I I . M I I « 
Property Address 
2783 E MELONYDR 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
Unpaid Principal Balance $114,165.91 
(Contact Customer Service for your payoff balance) 
TAL PAYMENT DUE 01/01/06 $2,299.94 
Interest Rate 
Interest Paid Year-to-Date 
Taxes Paid Year-to-Date 
Escrow Balance 
6.500% 
$6,900.77 
$1,947.95 
$72.34 
Monthly Mortgage Statement 
Statement Date 12/20/05 
Loan Number 0013527452 
Customer Service 
f—•={ Online 
yourwellsfargomortgage com 
^§f^ Telephone 
(800) 222-0238 
(866)278-1179 
f23 Payments 
PO Box 54497 
Los Angeles CA 90054 
TTY Deaf/Hard of Hearing 
(800) 934 9998 
Correspondence 
PO Box 10335 
Des Moines IA 50306-0335 
Important Messages 
The late charge recently assessed to your 
account was waived as noted in the activity 
section of your statement 
ivity Since Your Last Statement 
Description Total Principal Interest 
Late 
Escrow Charge 
LATE FEE $45.00-
Other 
LATE CHARGE AD J $45.00 
• charges are assessed after the close of business on the assessment date and only after all 
nents received have been applied. 
r mortgage account has Unpaid hate Charges totaling $45.00, which are included in the 
\l Amount Due below Please pay the Total Amount Due in full If you have any questions, 
se contact a Loan Counselor at 800-222-0238. 
07455MBMK 07455MBMK7 
Please detach and return with your payment 
Loan Number 936 0013527452 
Current Monthly Payment Due $ 1 , 1 2 7 . 4 7 
Total Payment Due 01/01/06 $ 2 , 2 9 9 . 9 4 
After 01/16/06 Add Late Fee $ 4 5 . 0 0 
Total Amount Due After 01/16/06 $ 2 , 3 4 4 . 9 4 
Check here and see 
reverse for address 
correction 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
II.I.IMIII..III..IIIIII.,II..II.I.III.I..III.I 
WELLS FARGO HOME MORTGAGE 
P0 BOX 54497 
LOS ANGELES CA 9 0 0 5 4 - 0 4 9 7 
ll.l.l.l H U H 
WELLS K ^ f f i p p i 
FARGO OTigi^Gr 
PO Box 14411 
Des Moines IA 50306 3411 
l r i u i i i i i i j I T I U I ig«&^ o i a i c u i c i n 
Statement Date 11/18/05 
Loan Number 0013527452 
Customer Service 
//BWNGKLH 
//936HHXPKXFHRF113// 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LANE 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 
005959 
84 109-4050 
II..!..Inl.nl . lm !n l l l .m l . l . l lm . l . . l !m l l . 
jmmary 
iyment (Principal ana/or interest, Escrow) $ 1,127.47 
Dtional Product(s) $ .00 
jrrent Monthl> Payment $1,127.47 
/erdue Payments 
lpaid Late Charge(s) 
her Charges 
$1,127.47 
$45.00 
$ .00 
OTAL PAYMENT DUE 12/01/05 $ 2 , 2 9 9 . 9 4 
Property Address 
2783 E MELONY DR 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
Unpaid Principal Balance $114,446.06 
(Contact Customer Service for your payoff balance) 
Interest Rate 6.500% 
Interest Paid Year-to-Date $6,280.85 
Taxes Paid Year-to-Date $ .00 
Escrow Balance $1,792.89 
r-=\ Online 
yourwellsfargomortgage com 
l£f[^ Telephone 
(800) 222-0238 
TTY Deaf/Hard of Hearing 
(800) 934-9998 
?Fax 
(866)278-1179 
(2) Payments Correspondence 
P O Box 54497 PO Box 10335 
Los Angeles CA 90054 Des Moines IA 50306-0335 
Important Messages 
Our records indicate your monthly payment is 
delinquent and a late charge has been assessed 
In the future, please make your payment on or 
before the due date to avoid late charges and 
adverse credit bureau reporting If your 
payment has been sent, please disregard this 
notice 
ctivity Since Your Last Statement 
ite Description Total Principal Interest 
Late 
Escrow Charge Other 
^6 LATE FEE $45.00-
.1 HAZARD INS PMT $127.00- $127.00- GERMANT0HN MUTUAL INS CO 
,ate charges are assessed after the close of business on the assessment date and only after all 
payments received have been applied. 
r
our mortgage account has Unpaid hate Charges totaling $45.00, which are included in the 
'otal Amount Due below. Please pay the Total Amount Due in full. If you have any questions, 
dease contact a Loan Counselor at 800-222-0238. 
0745SMBMK 07455MBMK7 
Check here and see 
reverse for address 
correction 
Please detach and return with your payment 
Loan Number 936 
Current Monthly Payment Due 
Total Payment Due 12/01/05 
After 12/16/05 Add Late Fee 
Total Amount Due After 12/16/05 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
0013527452 
$1,127.47 
$2,299.94 
$45.00 
$2,344.94 
I I . I . IMI I I . , I I I . . I I I I I I . . I IM! I . I . I I I . I . , I I I . I . I I . I . I . I . I . I I I I . IMI I I . ! 
WELLS FARGO HOME MORTGAGE 
PO BOX 54497 
LOS ANGELES CA 90054-0497 
Month! ' 
aJcmrna f .nos 
An* dacii'o ta' 
n. *sTanain^ 
v *pymenT 
r prr i amt 
L.axe 
Changes 
Add it* anal 
Pmcips ' 
r screw 
S 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to establish property values 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent motions the court to realize the importance to properly address the issues of valuing the 
marital property. 
Historical practice is to allow the Respondent to enjoy the benefit of at least an equal share of the joint 
marital property, and to assign each party an applicable amount of the joint marital debt, and the parties 
own personal debts. 
The Court has failed to determine the ownership interest in the parties condo property as has previously 
been presented to the court, and such was ruled to be decided later by this court. 
The court has failed to so rule the Respondent owns the condo property as personal premarital property. 
The Petitioner wishes to have an ownership interest in the condo property. 
If the court calculates a Vi interest in the parties marital property and considers the condo marital 
property, the Petitioner is responsible for the Petitioners own personal share of the expenses, debts, and 
taxes, and income tax considerations applicable to owning the condo property as well. 
The Petitioner has failed to represent to the court the Petitioners share of such debt, fees taxes, and the 
Petitioners personal portion of such attributable solely to the Petitioner. 
Such failure to disclose information places this court, and other courts at a loss of the facts and thus will 
be improperly informed or influenced as to the Petitioners actual liabilities and assets. 
If this court determines that the Petitioner is entitled to V2 of the condo, and thus calculates the 
Petitioner's share of marital property to be such an amount with respect to the parties other properties, 
and then the other court hearing the related issues determines the Petitioner is not entitled to such XA 
value of the condo property, the Respondent is thereby further injured, and therefore, the values of the 
parties other properties is not equally split to the Respondent. 
The same holds true for the court's failure to assign the Petitioner with an equal portion of the debt, taqx, 
and income tax consideration or Capital gains aspects of the condo property, along with the same issues 
related to the parties other properties. 
fiU 1/ 
The court has ruled that neither party is allowed to dispose of joint funds or assets without the court's 
approval, yet the court has failed to specify what assets or funds that specifically is, compared to what 
assets or funds are the personal property of the individual party. 
The Petitioner contends that the condo property is the joint marital property of the parties only to benefit 
from the asset, not the related expenses. 
The Respondent then motions the court to so assess the related expenses to the Petitioner, such that the 
other court action has basis to proceed in the resolution of the other pending issues outside of this court 
action. 
The following expenses are related to the parties condo property, and the Petitioner has failed to pay any 
portion thereof since the Petitioner claims her ownership of: 
Property Taxes for the period of time 1995 to the present 
Condo association fees for the period 1995 to the present 
Condo association special fees assessments for the period 1995 to the present 
Mortgage payments for the period 1995 to the present 
Maintenance & repair expense for the condo & related neighboring unit for the period 1995 to present. 
Legal expenses related to condo issues for the period 1995 to the present 
Capital gains expense when the condo is sold since the court has failed to determine what the Petitioner 
paid for the initial condo purchase. 
The excess rents, and other rental deposits and monthly rents the Petitioner has taken for her personal 
use, and failed to repay. 
Additionally, since the Petitioner did not pay anything to purchase the condo, it is considered by the 
Petitioner to be a gift from the prior owner. Thus, since the Petitioner was the only individual that 
received such a gift without any payment, the Petitioner is the sole person responsible for the applicable 
gift taxes that are due the IRS when a gift in excess of $10,000.00 per year is given. 
Now after so much time and representation to the court and control or restriction was exerted by the 
Petitioner, the Petitioner is not just in walking away from or abandoning her tactic or claim of ownership, 
just to be relieved by the court of her duty and obligation to pay for the Petitioner's ownership share or 
interest. 
Such avoidance of the responsibility of the Petitioner's claims in court is an abomination and abuse of the 
legal system to personally gain an advantage, not to mention the court's prior rulings or judgements 
against the Respondent on such related matters that the Petitioner has benefited unduly from in the 
inferences, and perception by the court and others involved. 
By using the funds from the condo, the Petitioner cemented her claim as the condo was joint marital 
property and thus should be required to pay as well for her ownership share. 
The Respondent should thus be allowed to have a judgement from the court against the Petitioner for the 
expenses the Petitioner has failed to pay related to the condo property, and thus allows the court in the 
other matters being resolved have proper information as to how to proceed in determining the other 
matters before it. The Respondent is not a party in the other current matter involving the Petitioner and 
the property creditor. 
The court's failure to rule on the Petitioners ownership asset and debt leaves all creditors unable to define 
what is attachable because of the Petitioners actions or avoidance of fiscal responsibility. 
Additionally, the IRS is without a basis to calculate what is the Petitioner's Income Tax liability. 
If the court orders the condo property sold, the Respondent and the Petitioner are without a basis as to 
determine what the capital gains or losses are to be on the condo property when it is sold. The Petitioner 
can use such silence from the court to avoid paying further income taxes. Such use of the system to get 
out of having to pay the proper amount of income or gift taxes is also an abuse of the legal system to gain 
a personal advantage. 
The court has already three times ruled the Respondent is not able to consider the condo property is not 
to be treated by the respondent as the Respondent's own personal property, and such was without merit. 
Therefore, the Respondent has been further harmed if later the court determines the condo property is the 
sole property of the Respondent, and also is not allowed compensation for the Petitioner's share of 
ownership expenses. 
The Petitioner represents to the court, and to the Respondent, that the Petitioner's debt obligation at 
America First Credit Union is the sole asset of the Petitioner, and has used such funds for the Petitioner's 
own personal use, thus demonstrating to the court that the funds were not joint marital funds and subject 
to the court imposed restriction prohibiting the use or disposal of without the court's permission. The 
Petitioner also supports this claim in the subsequent communications to the Respondent that the 
Petitioner will accept responsibility of that debt obligation as the Petitioner's own so as to avoid court 
prosecution and finding that the Petitioner acted in contempt when using said funds for personal use 
without the permission of the court. 
Again, the Petitioner attempts to misrepresent the facts so as to gain, or not be hurt by the judicial 
system. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to give judgement to the Respondent in the amount 
of the Petitioner's share of ownership expenses for the period of time the Petitioner claims ownership of 
the condo property and fails to pay anything for such ownership interest. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to rule on the property value of all of the parties 
properties at a specific point in time (time of gift, time of marriage, time of separation, time of divorce, 
time of sale) to thus determine the gift tax and the capital gains of all of the properties and their future 
sale. This is needed in order to facilitate the parties own obligations and how much of the sale proceeds 
is payable to each party. Without such, the escrow company is left to retain all of the sales proceeds 
waiting a court order as how to disperse the net sales funds to each party in this divorce action,and 
settlement of the pending liens against the Petitioner. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to rule the gift tax, and the applicable amount is the 
Petitioner's responsibility to pay, and the Respondent is free of such financial obligation. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to determine the Respondent's share of marital 
property only to include the other property in the equal distribution of the properties values, and leave the 
distribution of the property value of the condo as a separate item for distribution of the value, rather than 
the total of all of the properties equities combined, because of the nature of attributable expenses and 
obligations the Petitioner has failed to pay. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to rule the debt the Petitioner has at America first 
credit union on the parties marital home is the sole debt of the Petitioner. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
Certificate of Delivery 
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State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to Determine Joint Debts, 
Assets, and obligations to others, & 
Affidavit 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
Previously, Previously the Respondent had sought the relief of the court to allow Respondent to sell 
property Respondent felt was his own property, and was represented to the court as the Condo property, 
located at 4739 Pintail Court, SLC, Ut. 
The Petitioner represented to the court, that: that property, and any dollar amounts associated with that 
property were the joint property of the parties. 
The Respondent requested the court to remove said property from the Divorce proceedings, because of 
the need for judicial economy, and the potential for confusion. 
The court refused such relief, and ruled that the court would deal with the property, and related funds 
applicable to the property issue at a later time. 
Judgement was also entered against Respondent for attorney fees for the Petitioner, for "Wasting the 
court's time and resources". The Respondent has waited patiently, and has re-directed his efforts, and 
strategies, or defense based on the ruling of the court with respect to the condo property and related or 
applicable funds. 
Much time has passed, and much confusion has continued to be presented, or stirred up for the court by 
the Petitioner. However, the facts of the condo property have not been properly heard, or dealt with. 
The Petitioner now attempts to have the court overlook the facts, and fails to disclose the pertinent facts. 
The Respondent has been significantly harmed, and his rights violated, with the court's and the 
Petitioner's failure to address the applicable matters pertaining to the condo property. 
The Petitioner has claimed and represented to the Court, that the condo property was joint marital 
property. Under State Statute, all debt associated with joint owned property also becomes the debt 
obligation of both parties. The Petitioner has failed to show where she has paid for any of the applicable 
expenses with such property ownership, and continues to refuse to pay for any of the related expenses for 
the property she claims ownership of. The court has failed to establish any parameter for determination 
of ownership or liability between the parties. The Petitioner allows such silence from the court to allow 
only the benefit of property ownership, without the financial obligation or financial responsibility of said 
property ownership. 
Petitioner has failed to disclose that she took funds from the parties Equity line of loan funds, after the 
Court had ruled that joint assets or funds should not be used by the parties without the express 
permission of the court. Again, this type of action of the Petitioner attempts to hide, or cofiise matters 
and conceal the contemptuous actions of the Petitioner from the view of the court, just to have the court 
rule favorably for the Petitioner against the Respondent. 
Previously as well, the Petitioner sought relief of the court to sell the parties marital home, and the court 
ruled that the Respondent was allowed to take possession of the property if Petitioner desired not to. 
The Petitioner has desired to abandon the property, and has attempted to block Respondent from taking 
possession or ownership of it. Petitioner still requires Respondent to pay for the related mortgage of said 
property, all the while Petitioner has vacated and abandoned it. 
Such irresponsible behavior of the Petitioner is indicative of her historical behavior, throughout the entire 
proceedings, as to continue to have others pay for her expenses, all the while shrugging off any sens of 
equality or fairness, or acceptance of any financial responsibility. The Petitioner's same behavior, is 
shown in the Petitioner's blatant attempt to walk away from the financial responsibilities of home 
ownership as has also been shown in the Petitioners historical behavior. 
The court recognized the need for financial responsibility of the parties, when previously, the Court 
ordered the Respondent to do all that was within his power to preserve the parties properties or equity. 
The Petitioner takes that literally, as a means or excuse not to pay what the Petitioner is duty bound, or 
obligated to pay for, and doesn't or refuses to pay for. The Petitioner continues to ride on the shirt tails 
of the justice system to use the system to get what she wants for herself. This was also shown to be the 
case when the Petitioner falsely presented some issues, just to get a Protective Order from the court, that 
later, that same court stated was an act of using the justice system ".. .to gain a personal advantage in the 
divorce, and not for the purpose it was intended..." as noted by Commissioner Casey July 2003 when he 
dismissed the same Protective Order. 
The Respondent has been faithful and dutiful to the prior order of the court, and has attempted to do just 
as the court ordered everything within his power to protect the equity of the properties". Respondent 
asks of the court how much more financial hardship does the court expect to be placed on the 
Respondent, to the benefit of the Petitioner. For this purpose, the Respondent requests the Court's relief, 
to determine and hence order, what financial obligation does the Petitioner have, to the property the 
Petitioner claims ownership of? 
The Petitioner has failed to pay her related share of the applicable costs of the joint owned property. The 
Petitioner has failed to represent to the court, the joint obligation that the parties also have, or had at the 
time of separation, or the Divorce petition was filed by the Petitioner. 
Failure to disclose joint debt obligation, does not avail the Petitioner to rid herself of the joint debt 
obligation. 
The Petitioner admitted to taking funds related to the condo property for the Petitioner's own use. 
The Petitioner represented, that some of the funds she took from the condo property were for Child 
Support and Alimony for June 2001, when the court had not ordered Child Support or Alimony to be 
paid to the Petitioner. 
Thus, with so many of the Petitioner's "contrarian", and self serving, or self gratifying type of actions, 
and the Petitioner's failure to abide with financial obligations, the Petitioner attempts to "over-rule the 
court" in it's the fundamental rulings of fairness, equity, and basic support rulings of the past. 
All the while that Petitioner represented a poverty position needing public and private assistance for 
monthly support, and also enjoyed the monthly alimony the Respondent was required to pay; Petitioner 
was stashing away funds in her personal investment. At the time the Petitioner left for California, 
Petitioner had amassed about $24,000.00 as well as enjoyed the blind generosity of so many others 
providing her with support and assistance, only to continue the charade, of poverty, victimization, 
Petitioner's continued abuse of the "system", and the Petitioner's own perception of an inability to pay 
what was her responsibility. 
The Petitioner continued in this "Failure To Disclose All Of The Facts In Order To Personally Benefit" 
performance in her continued refusal to disclose all of her Taxable Income. The IRS considers Alimony 
received as Taxable. For the past 3 to 4 years, the Petitioner has failed to report to the IRS, Alimony that 
she received from the Respondent. Thus Petitioner, for several years, has failed to disclose all of her 
Taxable Income to the IRS, and has enjoyed a lower income tax burden as a result, thus further taking 
advantage of the "system", and non-disclosure of the facts, in order to benefit, and to have personal or 
financial gain, or hide from financial responsibility or financial obligation. 
The Petitioner claims that she has had ownership of the parties condo property since 1995, yet the 
Petitioner has failed to even pay for any of the applicable: 
$116,000.00 Mortgage, with Countrywide Home Loans 
$12,000.00 estimated home repairs or renovations that have been needed, 
$10,000.00 estimated Property Taxes assessed to the property since 1995, 
$26,000.00 approximate amount of joint debt the Petitioner admitted in her deposition was paid 
$ 1,660.00 paid by Respondent toward the parties utility bills in July 2001 after the Petitioner was 
ordered to pay all of the utility bills of the marital home, 
$ 4,435.00 that the Petitioner took from the parties rental funds or renters deposits for her personal use. 
$24,000.00 of Home Owner's Association dues assessed against the condo property, or 
$ 5,500.00 of delinquent Home Owner Association dues, special assessments, and other legal matters 
required to be paid for the condo property. 
$ 3,000.00 of the estimated $300.00 per year for the condo's yearly property insurance, 
$30,000.00 to 50,000.00 estimated Gift Tax for IRS determined Vi of the gift value as the gift tax. 
Nor any of the other amounts or other financial obligations of owning the condo. 
The condo property alone has an amount as noted above of joint debt in excess of $200,000.00, as well 
as the attributable Taxable Gains or losses the IRS requires to be reported, that the Petitioner has failed 
to recognize, or disclose to the court, and subsequently, the court has failed to address. However, the 
Petitioner has been allowed to claim the ownership benefits of, and Income Tax Benefits of without 
having to pay the financial amounts associated with such benefits. The Petitioner 
If the Petitioner now attempts to throw away the financial obligations just because she does not want to 
pay her portion, then that as well is an attempt of the Petitioner, to "use" the system to get what she 
personally wanted or could benefit from, and now walk away from what she was successful in having the 
court so direct or order the condo property to be treated previously. The Respondent has been prevented 
from obtaining further financing for his other obligations because the Petitioner has caused the condo 
property to be viewed and treated in the court as joint marital property, thus because of the actions, and 
representations of the Petitioner, the Respondent has been bared from equitable fairness or treatment. 
Now, after the Petitioner has succeeded in misdirecting, and misinforming the court as to the facts, and 
the Petitioner's claims, the Petitioner attempts to change the theory the petitioner used to present to the 
court, and such that the condo property should be given to the Respondent as pre-marital property so 
that the Petitioner does not have to step up to the financial responsibilities or obligations of the condo 
ownership. Such a move, would further serve a blow to justice and place the Respondent in further 
financially unequal condition or consideration, because the court had previously ordered, or directed the 
actions of the Respondent such that to go back now, and consider the property only the Respondent's 
with all of the previous applicable court action involving this property, and the financial restraints the 
court and Petitioner placed on it thus denying Respondent full use of its benefits, would also be contrary 
to justice. 
Once the Petitioner was allowed to take the rental deposits held in trust for the parties Promenade Drive 
rental property, the Petitioner also refused to make any of the applicable mortgage payments on that 
property as well. The Respondent has caused the entire amount of principal, and interest of that morgage 
amount to also be paid off. That amount is approximately: 
$70,000.00 mortgage, 
$ 5,000.00 property taxes since 2000, 
$ 1,000.00 property related expenses 
$ 2,000.00 rental deposits + unknown excess rental proceeds taken by the Petitioner. 
$ unavailable amount of legal, appraisal, and sales related matters also related to this property. 
There are major repairs needing to be done on this property, that are unable to be completed until such 
time as the court determines what party is responsible for the joint debt associated with this joint owned 
property. 
The Petitioner has refused to acknowledge or accept financial responsibility for the expenses related to 
this joint owned property, and thus has allowed it to go into foreclosure, that the Respondent was 
successful in causing to be paid off and saved from foreclosure, as had the court previously ordered. 
However, without the court's determination or ruling as to what amount of this approximate $80,0000.00 
+ of joint debt, and related legal fees, the court in the other cases, is also unable to properly determine 
such amounts for parties that are not a part of that other court action. 
Without the Court's determination of what party is responsible for payment of the 1031 type property 
gains for income tax consideration, the Respondent, nor the IRS is also not being protected in its creditor 
position with regards to this rental property. Also without the Court's determination, neither the 
Respondent, nor the Petitioner is allowed the proper application of the legal fees expense as tax 
deductions related to this rental property, as opposed to the parties marital property. 
The Petitioner attempts to represent that such legal fees and agreement of such property disposition was 
represented to occur previously in court. However, no such determination has been allowed to be 
properly dealt with or determined, because the Petitioner has failed to disclose all of the facts to the 
court. 
The Petitioner has paid a very small amount of principal of the parties marital home considering most of 
the mortgage payment amount paid by the Petitioner went only toward interest or property taxes that 
were subsequently deducted only by the Petitioner on her own personal income taxes, or to payment of 
hazard insurance that the Petitioner failed to repair the property when it was damaged. Now Petitioner 
attempts to have all of the loans on the parties' marital home be placed solely onto the Respondent. 
Petitioner has failed to make at least two months of the mortgage payments due on the parties joint 
marital debt with Wells Fargo Mortgage. The Petitioner has communicated that such monthly payments 
are now to be made by the Respondent, since Petitioner just walked away from the marital home, and 
abandoned it as reported by police and mortgage company authorities, (see applicable police reports). 
Now, the Petitioner has also walked away from the mortgage obligations attached to the parties' marital 
home on Melony Drive, and the parties other rental property on Promenade Drive financial obligations as 
well. The Respondent is unable to continue making all the required payments, because of the Petitioner's 
refusal to be bound by her financial obligations on the parties joint owned property. EACH MONTH, the 
court allows this to go on undetermined how much the Petitioner owes, for her ownership, the issues 
become more and more confused, and subject to further misrepresentation, and misleading the court by 
the Petitioner. Each month, the financial condition of the Respondent worsens at the hands of the 
Petitioner. 
The Petitioner has had to be sued by outside creditors, in a separate court action for the Petitioner's 
failure to pay her required obligations. However, without this court's determination as to what is the 
ownership liability of each of the parties at the time of ownership, then the other court action is 
compromised, and the outside creditors are at further risk, than the court should allow the Petitioner to 
place on the creditors because of Petitioner's failure to disclose the facts, or accept financial responsibility 
for that she claims ownership of, or the Petitioner's misleading of the court. 
The Petitioner has failed to disclose too the court the other joint debt obligations that existed prior to the 
parties separation, and or divorce, and the Respondent has paid on, or caused to be paid in full, waiting 
the court's proper consideration of all of the facts. There are the following other amounts still needing 
court determination or ruling so as to properly present the facts to the court: 
$ 6,500.00 of joint loan funds at Mt. America Credit Union. 
$ 4,500.00 paid to S.C.I corporation for the burial plot where the Respondent's Father is buried. 
$ 5,500.00 of Student Loan funds used to purchase the parties piano that the Petitioner chose to take. 
$ 15,000.00 of payments from Lewis Stone toward the marital home and improvements. 
$ 2,400.00 of joint debt from Sears charge account. 
$ 1,000.00 of the children's expenses paid that should be considered joint expenses. 
$ 65,000.00 of related legal fees paid for these matters to be resolved. 
$ 5,750.00 of expenses Respondent paid toward the Custody Evaluation. Petitioner paid some that was 
refunded to her for her personal use. 
This is about $103,000.00 of other related joint debt, or obligation of the Petitioner, that Respondent has 
paid, or caused to be paid that Petitioner fails to disclose, or represent to the court, for proper equitable 
consideration by the court in determination of all the parties joint debts. 
Without court determination of the burial plot benefit, the Petitioner is holding the Respondent's Father's 
burial site and property hostage for ransom to be paid to the Petitioner, and thus proper funeral 
arrangements can not be made. 
The Petitioner attempted to only represent to the court that the approximate $27,000.00 of Equity loan 
funds, that Petitioner wanted only in her own name, and who has had exclusive use and control of, and 
withdrawal of for the entire period of these proceedings, was to be considered as joint funds, and 
Respondent was to pay equally on that when the property was sold. However, Petitioner failed to 
represent to the court the actual amount of said funds were closer to $34,000.00 because of the 
"problems" or Petitioner's actual actions of contempt that revealing the true amounts and her actions 
would cause to be discussed in the court. 
The Petitioner represented to the court, that ALL of her inflated manufactured $90,000.00+ of legal fees 
for the 5 or so court actions that counsel has represented her in, were all applicable to this specific 
divorce action, thus further misleading the court to the actual facts, and interfering that the other court 
cases awarded attorney fees to said counsel, when in fact such was not allowed to be awarded. This also 
is contrary to a subsequent order, that the parties were responsible for payment their own attorney fees. 
However, if the attorney fees specifically addressed as coming from the sales proceeds of the properties 
are thus being paid for from both parties, and yet were only to be taken from the Petitioner's share of 
equity realized after all related property expenses were paid. However, without the court's determination 
of what the Petitioner is responsible for, or allowed to enjoy of the properties value, such determination 
of the said legal fees deduction for the Petitioner is unenforceable, and unworkable without further court 
action determining the total joint debts of the parties. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner pay the equal amount of the attributable $200,000.00 of condo related expenses 
since Petitioner continually claims a joint ownership interest in, yet has failed to pay. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner pay the equal amount of the attributable $80,000.00 of Promenade Drive related 
expenses since Petitioner continually claims a joint ownership interest in, yet has failed to pay. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner pay the equal amount of the attributable $114,000.00 Wells Fargo Mortgage on the 
marital home on Melony Drive related expenses, and the related late payment expenses to be the sole 
responsibility of the Petitioner since the Petitioner elected to walk away from and not pay, the related 
mortgage payments, and that Petitioner continually claims a joint ownership interest in, yet fails to pay, 
and walk away from. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner pay the equal amount of approximate $26,000.00 of joint debt the Petitioner 
admitted Respondent paid, or caused to be paid, in her sworn deposition of October 2001, be considered 
in calculation of the parties other joint debt for an equal treatment or assignment of the parties joint debts, 
and yet Petitioner continually refuses to pay or accept responsibility of. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner pay the equal amount of the attributable $103,000.00 of undisclosed joint debts of 
the parties that were not properly disclosed to the court for proper consideration. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the amount of equity, and or ownership interest that the Respondent has or had at the time of the 
parties separation of all three of the joint owned marital properties. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the Petitioner is responsible for the $30,000.00 or more applicable Gift Tax associated with the 
value of the condo property gift the Petitioner claims to have received, and thus deductible from 
Petitioner's own funds, and not deducted from the combined total value of the condo property thus 
diluting Respondent's equity of property that was not gifted to him. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order or designate the specific value of the condo property attributable to each party, so that the 
associated values of gain, as long term capital gains taxable income for the subsequent condo property 
sale can be rightfully recognized in or on the individual parties separate Income Tax filings. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the funds associated with the court's determined portion of condo property ownership of the 
condo property that Petitioner has refused to pay, or has failed to pay, since Petitioner claims her 
ownership interest, to be ordered paid immediately by the Petitioner or judgement against Petitioner be 
entered, such that the said funds of the condo property ownership are able to be deducted from the 
Petitioner's share at sale, and the Respondent's equity position might also thereby be determined. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order or designate the specific value of the other jointly owned property attributable to each party, so 
that the associated values of gain, as long term capital gains taxable income for the subsequent property 
sales can be rightfully recognized in or on the individual parties separate Income Tax filings, and neither 
party is allowed a tax benefit by not disclosing the factual taxable income. This is also needed if the 
parties re-invest sale proceeds (if any) in other property, the "basis" must also be determined so the gains 
are properly calculated in that future rental or residential property purchase. This specific matter needs to 
be determined as well, because the IRS views rental property, and marital home property different in 
determining Taxable gains, or losses, and 1031 type property exchanges. The IRS also requires such 
accounting information or records for determination of gains or losses of future property obtained and or 
sold. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order to compel the Petitioner to transfer the Respondent's Father's burial property to the Respondent's 
designee. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the complete determination of all joint marital debts as to what parties said amounts may be applied 
to, or deducted from so as not to compromise the other court actions, and allow outside creditors proper 
protection and determination of financial responsibility or right to obligation. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order that since the Petitioner has voluntarily elected to walk away from the mortgage obligations of the 
parties joint properties, that the Respondent is allowed the right to full ownership of all properties that 
Respondent elects to pay for. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order the other joint marital debts of the parties be considered equally assigned to each parties equity if 
any when the properties are sold. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order that Petitioner alone is responsible for the gift taxes attributable to the gift of property the 
Petitioner claims her ownership of the condo property. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order what amounts are attributable to the residential and the 1031 type property basis amounts such that 
proper IRS accounting may be obtained, and Order such be reported to the IRS on the parties applicable 
Income Tax Returns. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
Order that Petitioner is to amend each year Income Tax Return such that correct Taxable income is 
reported, and subsequent penalties also be attached as lien to the parties property to thus protect the 
Respondent's equity from being taken because of the Petitioner's actions. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Todd Stone 
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Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
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State of Utah - Third District Court 
Todd stone (Petitioner) Motions & Order for Assignment 
of America First Debt obligation & 
Affidavit. 
V. 
Joanne Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
It is respectfully requested to be acknowledged by the Court, that the Court failed to make a proper or 
comprehensive assignment of debt obligations for the parties Supplemental Decree, thus there remains 
some confiision as to what party is responsible for what debt. The creditors are also confused, as to what 
party is responsible for payment of their debt owed them. In an effort to provide the creditors affected by 
the lacking of debt assignment, and to offer them some degree of comfort as to what they can expect, 
Respondent submits this Motion and Order so such financial obligations can be properly assigned and 
dealt with in this matter. 
Petitioner desired to be the only person on a loan account held by America First Credit Union Account # 
3929932. The approximate amount of this loan is $32,000.00. It has been much lower in the past. 
Petitioner removed Respondent's name and authorization from said account in 2001. Petitioner has 
continually considered those funds her own funds, and has maintained exclusive control of and used the 
Tax Benefit solely for her own benefit. Petitioner has also used said funds for payment of her own 
personal credit card. Petitioner has elected on her own to make the payments after the payments were 
due, thus causing greater interest charges to be incurred. Petitioner has obtained additional financial 
support because of the sole obligation that she represented was hers on this account. The Court had 
previously required that such payment was to be Petitioner's own responsibility. Petitioner has used 
these funds without restraint for her own purposes, and for payment of her own personal credit card bills. 
Some confusion also exists in prior Court Orders, in that the Court failed to list these funds as Joint 
funds, and had Ordered Petitioner NOT to use any Joint Funds without the approval or permission of the 
Court. Petitioner has considered these funds to be her own funds and has continued to use them as she 
desired thus further demonstrating that Petitioner either refuses to be bound by the Court's Order NOT 
to use joint funds without permission, OR, Petitioner assumes the full financial responsibility of these 
funds. 
Interest on these funds continue to be charged to the loan. Petitioner's unauthorized use of said funds 
continues to cause additional financial burden on the Respondent, and further places Respondent at an 
unfair advantage in this matter. 
The Petitioner avoided disclosing at the time of the Court hearing of August 3, 2005 any of her 
inappropriate withdrawals of these funds, and her later withdrawals as well, thus voiding any prior 
agreement established, represented, or presumed by the Court, or either party. 
Petitioner has also acted in such a manner as to inflict additional charges to be placed on the loans the 
Marital property was securing. 
Previously, the Court ruled that each party was responsible for, and retaining their obligations they had 
under their control at that time. Therefore the financial obligation of this America First Loan is the sole 
financial responsibility of Petitioner. 
All the while Petitioner was securing financial assistance from others, Petitioner was also accumulating 
great wealth. At the time Petitioner left for California, Petitioner had accumulated approximately 
$25,000.00 in the financial institution D.M.B.A., in what was considered Joint funds that were available 
at any time for Petitioner to withdraw and use for her own. Proof of such D.M.B. A. withdrawals of 
these funds for personal use, has previously been submitted to the Court by the Petitioner, thus showing 
the funds were personal savings, and not personal "retirement" and unable to be used as needed, like 
Petitioner attempts to represent to so many others. 
Respondent has paid, or caused to be paid, (outside of the above mentioned financial obligations) 
additional joint personal joint debt obligations or loan amounts of about $50,000.00 of the parties joint 
consumer debt, plus interest in other joint debt obligation, that the Court failed to give Respondent credit 
for in Court's assignment of debts, or lack thereof. 
Now that the Petitioner has successfully persuaded the Court to assign Petitioner her own "retirement 
Account funds" (the D.M.B. A. funds), the Petitioner has the means to pay the outstanding loan obligation 
with America First Credit Union on her own, especially since Petitioner has also claimed as her own 
entirety the amount of $9,000.00 of interest on this loan as her own Income Tax benefit, and not allowed 
Respondent to claim any of the interest for his own Tax Benefit. Petitioner has lowered her Taxable 
income as a result of this loan, and thus has not had to pay any income taxes. Respondent has not been 
afforded the same right or benefit. 
The Petitioner in her representations, actions, and communications has also accepted taking the financial 
responsibility of this loan amount at America First Credit union and subsequent charges and interest, and 
Tax Benefit, as the sole responsibility of the Petitioner, so as NOT to be found in contempt of Court for 
violating the Court's previous Order of not to use joint funds without the approval or permission of the 
Court. 
If the Court finds that this America First Credit Union Loan account is the sole responsibility of the 
Petitioner, then the Court is requested to make the appropriate assignment of this financial obligation 
with the attached Order immediately to be that of Petitioner's, and thus Respondent does not have to 
carry around such financial burden on his credit report, and is able to obtain needed financial funds for his 
own needs. The Respondent should not have to be punished, or carry the financial obligation because of 
the error of the Court in failing to assign the responsibility of the parties Joint debts. Neither should the 
Petitioner be free from obligation and enjoy all the benefits of the error of the Court in failing to assign 
her the joint debts she should assume responsibility for. Most important of all, however, the creditors 
need the determination of the Court so as to what the creditors are allowed to collect on, and from 
whom. The creditors need the assistance of proper debt assignment of the Court. 
The Court should have made this assignment prior to the Petitioner's abandonment of the marital home, 
as was intimated by Petitioner in the previous Court appearance. Therefore, the Petitioner's subsequent 
move to California should not hold any restraint of the Court to assign this financial obligation solely to 
the Petitioner. Anything short of such ruling, would allow future events to influence a present ruling like 
having a crystal ball to foretell the future at the time this matter should have been ruled upon. This is 
completely indicative of how the Petitioner operates, in that she desires to claim ownership of something 
only after having someone else pay for it. Petitioner has failed to pay for anything she claims ownership 
of, until after the time that it is paid for. Since 1995, Petitioner has failed to pay for any of the related 
$140,000.00 of expenses of ownership applicable to the parties other Real Estate holding. Now such has 
been paid by someone else, Petitioner attempts to step into "owning" it now it is paid. Respondent 
respectfully asks the Court to not be similarly directed by the Petitioner to allow her sole benefit of 
something without having her to face the cost of such, or cost of her selfish one sided desires, and 
contemptuous actions as well. 
If however, the Court finds this financial obligation at America First Credit Union to be the joint 
obligation of both parties, then the Court is asked to sanction the Petitioner and find her in contempt for 
each withdrawal of amounts attributable to her own needs, AND pay the Respondent the same amounts 
to do the same for payment of his own needs. Additionally, interest charges for each payment that the 
Petitioner has made later than the 1st of each month when the payment is due, until such time the payment 
was made, should be assessed to the Petitioner. Such assessments to the Petitioner should be required to 
be paid immediately so that the parties equity is not diluted, AND that interest does not continue to be 
incurred on this loan to later be shared by both parties. The Court is also requested to make equal 
assignment of the interest charges since the year when Petitioner inappropriately took ALL of the interest 
charges for Petitioner's own Tax benefit, and make appropriate corrections for the Respondent and also 
take notice and consideration of other amounts of joint debt paid by Respondent. 
Dated this day of November, 2006. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
State of Utah » Third District Court 
In the Matter of Joanne Stone vs. Todd Stone, 
Be it known to all, 
The financial obligation of America First Credit Union Account # 3929932 is hereby assigned to, and 
Ordered to be the sole and complete financial responsibility of: 
Joanne Stone, Social Security # 561-71-2760. 
Signed this day By 
Honorable Judge Tyrone Medley 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on November , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Third District Court's applicable Clerk as well as other involved parties: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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AMERICA FIRST CREDIT UNION 
HOME EQUITY LINE Date 1 2 / 1 8 / 9 5 
AGREEMENT, NOTE AND DISCLOSURE STATEMENT Acco«m# 392993-2 9 
J O A N N E 1. . S T O N F and T O D D I . 
27fi3 F A S T M F J O W Y D R I V E 
S A L T L A K E C I T Y . UT 8 4 1 2 4 
S T O N E Borrower's Name & Address 
Currentlndex ..8 . 7 5 % Current Dairy Periodic Rate b 2 3 9 7 
Increment Above Index - 0.. 0 0 % Credit Limit. $ 3 8 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 
Corresponding ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE. - 8 . 7 3 % Last Advance Date 1 2 - 1 8 - 2 0 0 5 
This is your America First Home Equity Lme Revolving Credit Agreement, Note, and Troth-ia-Lendmg Disclosure Statement ("Agreement") It spells out the 
terms and conditions of your vanable rate revolving credit plan ("Account") with America First, as disclosed above In mis Agreement, me words "you" and "your" 
mean any and all persons who sign mis Agreement, and all persons who use the account, each and all of whom will be bound to the terms and conditions of mis 
Agreement The words "we", "us", "our", and "Credit Union" mean America First Credit Union, Creditor 
1 . O u r Promise to Lend M o n e y . 
Once this Agreement is executed, we agree to establish your Account with the Credit Limit shown above We agree to make advances so long as the terms of this 
contract are bemg met. 
2 . H o w to Use Y o u r Account , 
You can obtain advances by any method(s) the Credit Umon authorizes from tune to time If authonzed you can write a H o m e Equity Lme check by using the 
special numbered checks that we will supply to you, or you can arrange for me transfer of funds from your Account into your regular checking account The full 
imount paid by us o n each Home Equity Line check or transfer will be added to the outstanding principal balance of your Account as o f the date of payment or 
transfer W e are not obligated to accept your Home Equity Line checks in payment of amrmntt that ire due under your Account If more than one person can 
jbtain loan advances under this Agreement, we will pay Home Equity Lme checks or honor Account transfer requests made by any of you, but if you make 
:onfhcong demands o n u s , w e , at our option, may choose not to pay any Home Equity Line check or honor any Account transfer request You agree to abide by any 
ipphcable terms and agreements in effect if you use Loan Checks, a VISA Debit Card, Automated Teller Machines, Accessshne or other methods authorized by the 
Credit Umon from time to ome to access your account N o minimum advance amount is required, 
3 . Your Promise to P a y , 
[he payments under this plan will vary according to your balance The payment amount due is computed at 1 2 5 % of the unpaid principal balance owing 
>n the first day of each month, or $50 whichever is greater Payments are due and payable by the 20th of each month The first payment is due on die 20th 
lay of the month following the creation o f your Home Equity Lme The payment computation formula may be increased m increments of 2 5 % up to 2 00 % 
o prevent negative amortization o f your principal balance You wdl be given advance notice of any required changes m the payment computation formula, 
fou promise to pay all loan advances extended to you or to any other person authorized to use your Account, along wim all finance charges and any other 
asts and charges according to this Agreement All payments must be made m XIS dollars 
4. Last Advance Date; Final Payment Date. 
rhe last advance date shown is the last date that loan advances can be obtained on mis account, unless future advances are cancelled earlier as provided 
o this Agreement The final payment date may be many years after the last advance date, depending on whether or not you pay more than the required 
layment The final payment date is a function of me amount advanced, me interest rates, and the payment computation formulas in effect over the 
uranon of the loan If you desire to pay the balance off by the last advance date, you must discontinue additional advances, and begin paying payment 
mounts greater man that required under me plan Your payments must be sufficiently large to liquidate the outstanding balance plus accrued Interest 
rou realize that if during the term of your Home Equity Lme Loan you make only the required payments, and do not make additional repayments of 
nncipal, that the total amount outstanding at the last advance date may be significantly larger, man any previous balance You agree to continue making 
ayments as was required during the draw period or greater, throughout the repayment period until the entire unpaid balance plus accured interest has 
een paid in full The length of the repayment penod will depend on the balance owed at the end of the draw period 
5 Each Person UaWe. 
more than one person has signed or is otherwise bound by the terms of this Agreement, then each will be jointly and severally liable for the entire amount 
ue under mis Agreement v"s,--*v^ 
6 . Security _ _ _ 
"~~ |>y and will continue to 
* ' UF CITY 
3 and including 
e full amount of your Credit L imi t The collateral, and our rights with respect to it, are more fully described in the Security Instrument 
7 . Property Insurance. 
roperty Insurance is required by us against loss or damage to the Collateral. Fire Insurance coverage for all structures i s required in an amount equal to 
e total available limits of all loans (regardless of lender) for which a security interest m the Collateral is outstanding You must obtain and maintain such 
quired insurance at your cost and expense in full force until the unpaid balance of your Account is paid in full and mis Agreement is terminated Flood 
surance may also be required by us against flood damage if the Collateral is m a flood danger area If required, y o u are responsible for obtaining and 
untuning i t Y o u may obtain property, fire and flood insiuance from anyone you want who is acceptable to us If you fail to provide insurance as 
quired by this Agreement, the Credit Union can add me cost of insurance to protect its security interest 
8 . Your Credit Limit . 
:>ur Credit Limit is set forth above We are not obligated to honor any Home Equity Line check or Account transfer request that would cause the principal 
lance of your Account to exceed the amount of your Credit L imit We may elect to advance, howe^ er, the full amount of such Home Equity Lme check or 
count transfer and treat such advance as a loan advance under this Agreement without thereby increasing your Credit Limn. You agree to repay 
mediately upon demand any such advance together with any applicable Finance Charge 
9 . Increase In Your Credit Limit 
HIT credit limit is set at a particular amount N e w loan documentation must be signed and a three-day rescission penod allowed before any funds above 
' onginal limit can be advanced 
10 Prepayment . 
iu may pay early and you may pay extra or larger payments without any penalty unless the loan is paid in full and a reconveyance is requested within 2 4 
raths of the loan onginaoon date If this occurs there will be a prepayment penalty of $250 Any larger or additional payments will not relieve y o u from 
ur obligation to make the next succeeding minimum monthly payment when due 
1 1 . Monthly Statements , 
ch month in which there is a n outstanding balance o n your Account, y o u will receive a monthly statement from u s T h t statement wil l show among other 
ngs, your "New Balance," the minimum amount you must pay, when you must pay it, your current periodic rate, and your Annual Percentage Rate Y o u 
nee to pay us the minimum payment due on or before me due date shown o n your statement The "New Balance" includes die outstanding principal 
ance and other costs and charges according to thts Agreement 
12 . Finance Charges on Daily Balance 
e finance charge is the cost you pay for credit The annual percentage rate does not include costs other than interest The finance charge on each new 
'ance begins on the date of the advance and continues until the advance has been repaid in full The finance charge is calculated using the "daily 
ance" method To compute the finance charge, the unpaid balance for each day smce your last payment {or since an advance if you have not yet made 
ayment) is multiplied by the applicable daily periodic rate The sum of these amounts is the finance charge listed The balance used to compute the 
ince charge is the balance o n your account each day after payments and credits have been subtracted and new advances and other debus have been 
led. Any unpaid finance charges are excluded in calculating the balance There is no "Free penod" within which payments may be made in order to 
npletely avoid Finance Charges 
1 3 . Late Charge 
n will pay a late fee on payments 16 dzys or more delinquent The late fee charged will be 4% of the monthly payment or a $ 4 0 0 mmrnium charge The 
irrmum fee charged will not exceed $15 00 
14. Variable Interest Rate, 
lme has a vanable rate feature The annual percentage rate (corresponding to the periodic rate) and the minimum monthly payment can change The 
nal percentage rate mcludes only interest and not other costs The interest rate for vanable rate advances is based on me Wall Street Journal Prime 
e plus a margin The index is determined monthly by the highest prime rate listed in the Wall Street Journal on the last business day of each month, 
interest rate on existing balances will be adjusted on the first day of each monm The maximum interest rate that can apply is 21 % The minimum rate 
can apply is 6% mmeeventu^tthemaxnnumrateof21% is reached, we have the right to reduce your limit or to freeze your hmit and prohibit any 
her advances However, once the rate drops below the cap of 21 %, your limit will be reinstated The initial base "Annual Percentage Rate" shown on the 
irse side of this agreement is the rate in effect on die date of this agreement This initial base rate may be adjusted each month according to the 
cement of the Wall Street Journal Prune Rate An increase or decrease in the index, wdl increase or decrease your Finance Charge and may affect the 
lmum payment amount 
o. aecuray 
AS Agreement is secured by a Deed of Trust ("Security Instrument") uponproperty (The "Collateral") which vou own and now occupy and wi] 
,cupy as your principal residence Which property is located at 2 7 8 3 E A S T M E I . 0 N Y D R I V E S A L T 1 A K 
U T 8 4 1 2 4
 y _„ The security Instrument secures all future amounts under this Agreement up to a 
JJI/95RezLOC Disclose 
15. Other Charges 
Our annual maintenence fee is $50 00 We are currently waiving this fee However, we have the right to charge this fee or a portion of it at any time m the 
Future In the event a transaction exceeds your Credit Limit, a $10 00 fee per transaction will be charged and added to your balance In the event you use 
another financial institution's ATM, $ 1 00 fee per transaction will be charged and added to your balance You realize that any fee charged to your loan 
balance will cause the finance charge to increase We also reserve the right to charge fees for stop payments and returned checks 
16 Irregular Payments. 
We can accept and deposit late payments or partial payments, or drafts, checks or money orders marked "payment m full" without losing any of our rights 
der (his Agreement 
17. Default. 
A negative credit report reflecting on your credit record may be submitted to a credit reporting agency if you rail to fulfill the terms of your credit obligation. 
We can terminate your line, require you to pay us the snare outstanding balance m one payment, and charge you certain fees it 
* You engage in fraud or material misrepresentation m connection with the line 
* You do not meet the repayment terms 
* Your action or inactton adversely affects the collateral or our rights in the collateral 
18. Freezing Your Limit. 
We can refuse to make additional extensions of credit or reduce your credit limit if 
* The value of the dwelling securing the line declines significantly below us appraised value for purposes of the line 
* We reasonably believe you will not be able to meet the repayment requirements due to a material change m your financial circumstances 
* You are in default of a material obligation m die agreement. 
* Government action prevents us from imposing me annual percentage rate provided for or impairs our security interest sucn mat the value of the 
interest is less than 120 percent of the credit line 
* A regulatory agency has nornied us that continued advances would constitute an unsafe and unsound practice 
* The rnaxurnim annual percentage rate is reached. 
19. Temunation of Your Account. 
If an event of termination occurs and we simultaneously or later declare in writing said event to be a default under this Agreement, this Agreement shall 
terminate and amounts owmg to us shall become due and payable in full We may refuse to declare a particular event to be a default or waive our right to 
do so, but our refusal to declare an event to be a default or waiver of our right to do so does not bind us if a similar or different event occurs later At that 
time, we have the right to decide whether to declare that event to be a default Our obligation to make advances wnl stop at the time we make a written 
declaration of default even if we have not notified you of mat delcaration prior to that time If we declare a default, all sums due and owmg under your 
Account are due and payable Upon default, you cannot use your Account and the default could result in the loss of your home, which is the Collateral for 
this Agreement, and/or judgment against you 
20. Termination of Your Account by You. 
You may terminate your Account at any tnne by sending written notice to us and returning any outstanding Home Equity Line checks in your possession. 
The terrmnanon will be effective as soon as we can reasonably act to stop new advances from being made on your Account, However, we will not be 
obligated to honor all Home Equity Line checks received by us before the termination becomes effective In addition, we have the right (but are not 
required) to honor after termination all Home Equity Lane checks dated before me termination becomes effective 
21. Return of Equity Line Checks and VISA Debit Card. 
If your Account is terminated you agree to rmmediately return to us any Home Equity Line checks, or "VISA Debit" card which we have previously provided 
to you. These items remain our property even m your possession 
22. Buhng Error Notice. 
See the attached statement for important information regarding your right to dispute a billing error 
23. Electronic Fund Transfers. 
Telephone requests for advances, or transfers on your Account may be limited as required by the "Electronic Fund Transfers Regulation' imposed upon us 
by law This regulation may also be applied to requests made through the "Accesslme" audio response system 
24 Collection Costs - Foreclosure. 
In the event any check or share draft which is used to make a payment for this debt is dishonored, we will add to the balance a $2 00 returned check fee If 
this Agreement and/or the Security Instrument is referred to an attorney for collection, you agree to pay reasonable attorney fees and costs, whether or not 
a lawsuit is filed, and attorney fees and costs on appeal, as provided by law If suit is filed for a deficiency judgment, the judgment rate will be the same as 
the contract rate If suit is filed for a judgment, Weber County is the proper venue 
25. Due on Sale 
If you sell or transfer an interest in the property covered by the Security Instrument, we may terminate this Agreement and accelerate the principal balance 
f^ your Account, which means that all amounts owmg to us shall become due and payable 
26. Taxes 
ou agree to pay when due all federal, state or local taxes and other charges on the collateral securing this Agreement If you rail to do so, we may pay the 
required taxes and add all expenses to your Account payable on demand at the interest rate then in effect. 
27 Change of Terms, 
The terms of this Agreement may only be modified through the signing of a Change m Terms Agreement by all parties associated with this Agreement 
28 Risk of Loss. 
You will be bound by (his Agreement even if the Collateral is damaged or destroyed 
29 Tax Deduction. 
The interest you pay on this loan may or may not be tax deductible You agree to consult with the Internal Revenue Service or a tax advisor to determine 
what portion of the interest paid on the loan may be tax deductible 
30 Miscellaneous. 
Our rules for stopping payment on ordinary checks will apply to stopping payments on Home Equity Line checks including the charge of a stop payment 
fee You will immediately notify us of any changes m your address Upon our request, you win provide us with a financial or credit statement in a form 
satisfactory to us A waiver of any terms or conditions ut tins Agreement by us is not a waiver of the same or of any onier term or condition on any other 
occasion. If any part of this Agreement is mvalid, it shall not make any other provision of this Agreement invalid You will immediately notify us in writing if 
any of your Home Equity Line checks and VISA cards are lost or stolen or if an unauthorized person uses your Account Notices will be sent to us at the 
address shown on your latest billing statement, to be effective upon receipt Notices to you will be sent to your address as indicated on your last billing 
statement, to be effective when mailed unless differently stated in the nonce. If more than one person is bound to the terms of the agreement, a notice to 
any one of you will be binding on all of you except for notices that affect the right of rescission, which win be sent to each person affected 
31. Written Agreement 
The undersigned have entered into a credit agreement with the credit union. The written agreement is a final expression of the agreement between the 
undersigned and the credit union. This written agreement may not be contradicted by evidence of arry ord agreement or afleged oral agreement The 
undersigned acknowledge receiving a copy of this Notice and agree that the written credit agreement contains the terms applicable to the credit 
transaction. I HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF THE ABOVE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
Rev I/31/SS RCR LOC Disclosure 
CREDIT UNION 
www.americafirst.com • P.O. Box 9199 • Ogden, UT 84409 • (801)627-0900 • Salt Lake City, UT • (801)966-5553 • Toll F 
#BWNCHFQ 
#239J0ANN00923907# 
JOANNE STONE 
PO BOX 112008 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84147-2008 
Statement Date: February 01 , 2003 
Account Number: 392993-2 
0000317 
Page Number 
-(fyi)— for your information 
1 of 2 
Please refer to the enclosed February 2003 MemberLine or FreedomLine for important 
information about your Board of Directors election, absentee ballot request, and 
committee appointments. This information is also available online at \wrrw .america1irst.com. 
A Summary of Your Accounts 
are Savings 
t a l : 
Ending 
Balance 
33.81 
33.81 
2003 Dividends 
and Interest 
.12 
.12 
A Summary of Your Loans 
Home Equity Line 
Total: 
Ending 
Balance 
34,680.68 
34,680.68 
Total 
Amount Due 
433.51 
433.51 
Next 
Payment 
03/20/2003 
2003 
Interest 
189.47 
189.47 
are Savings 
t 
e 
E f f e c t i v e 
D a t e T r a n s a c t i o n D e s c r i p t i o n 
S t a t e m e n t P e r i o d : J a n u a r y 0 1 , 2 0 0 3 - F e b r u a r y 0 1 , 2003 
Account 
Balance 
33.75 
02/01 
BEGINNING BALANCE 
DIVIDEND EARNED FOR PERIOD OF 01/01/2003 THROUGH 01/31/2003 
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE YIELD EARNED IS 2.11% 
ENDING BALANCE 
Transaction 
Amount 
.06 
me Equity Line 
33.81 
33.81 
Statement Period: January 01, 2003 - February 01, 2003 
SCHEDULED 
PAYMENT 
433.51 
PAST DUE 
AMOUNT 
.00 
TOTAL 
AMOUNT DUE 
433.51 
PAYMENT 
DUE DATc 
03/20/2003 
S3
 
*<
 
H
I 
-
i 
H
I 
38,000.00 
UNUSED CREDIT 
AVAILABLE 
3,319.32 
DAILY 
PERIODIC RATE 
.01644% 
ANNUAL | 
PERCENTAOE RATE J 
6.000% J 
t Effective 
e Date Transaction Description 
Transaction Finance 
Amount **Charge** 
BEGINNING BALANCE 
PAYMENT, THANK YOU 
ENDING BALANCE 
436,60* 189,47 
Loan 
P r i n c i p a l B a l a n c e 
34,927.81 
247.13- 34,680.68 
34,680.68 
^Countrywide 
HOME LOANS 
Send Correspondence to: 
P.O. Box 10221 
VanNuys,CA 91410-0221 
Send Payments to: 
P.O. Box 10219 
Van Nuys, CA 91410-0219 
Business Address: 
450 American Street 
Simi Valley, CA 93065-6285 
Todd & Joanne Stone 
3747 Hillside Ln 
Salt Lake City, UT 84109-4050 
August 16, 2001 
Account No.: 7941306 
4739 South Pintail Court 
Salt Lake City, UT 84117-0000 
Dear Todd & Joanne Stone: 
Countrywide Home Loans Sen/icing LP (hereinafter "Countrywide") services the home loan described above on behalf 
of the holder of the promissory note (the "Noteholder")- The loan is in serious default because the required payments 
have not been made. The total amount now required to reinstate the loan as of the date of this letter is as follows: 
Monthly Payments: 07/01/2001 -07/31/2001 
08/01/2001 -08/31/2001 
711.00 
711.00 
$711.00 
711.00 
Late Charges: 
Other Charges: 
07/01/2001 -07/31/2001 
Uncollected Late Charges: 
Uncollected Costs: 
Partial Payment Balance: 
25.92 
TOTAL DUE: 
25.92 
308.00 
(-00) 
$1,755.92 
You have the right to cure the default. To cure the default, on or before September 20, 2001, Countrywide must receive 
the amount of $1,755.92 plus any additional regular monthly payment or payments, late charges, fees and charges, 
which become due on or before September 20, 2001. 
The default will not be considered cured unless Countrywide receives "good funds" in the amount of $1,755.92 on or 
before September 20, 2001. If any check (or other payment) is returned to us for insufficient funds or for any other 
reason, "good funds" will not have been received and the default will not have been cured. No extension of time to cure 
will be granted due to a returned payment. Countrywide reserves the right to accept or reject a partial payment of the 
total amount due without waiving any of its rights herein or otherwise. For example, if less than the full amount that is 
due is sent to us, we can keep the payment and apply it to the debt but still proceed to foreclosure since the default 
would not have been cured. 
If the default is not cured on or before September 20, 2001, the mortgage payments will be accelerated with the full 
amount remaining accelerated and becoming due and payable in full, and foreclosure proceedings will be initiated at 
that time. As such, the failure to cure the default may result in the foreclosure and sale of your property. If your 
property is foreclosed upon, the Noteholder may pursue a deficiency judgment against you to collect the balance of your 
loan, if permitted by law. 
You may, if required by law or your loan documents, have the right to cure the default after the acceleration of the 
mortgage payments and prior to the foreclosure sale of your property if all amounts past due are paid within the time 
permitted by law. However, Countrywide and the Noteholder shall be entitled to collect all fees and costs incurred by 
Countrywide and the Noteholder in pursuing any of their remedies, including but not limited to reasonable attorney's 
fees, to the full extent permitted by law. Further, you may have the right to bring a court action to assert the non-
existence of a default or any other defense you may have to acceleration and foreclosure. 
Pursuant to your loan documents, and because the loan is in default, Countrywide may, at its option, enter upon and 
conduct an inspection of your property. The purpose of this inspection is to observe the physical condition of your 
property, to verify that the property is occupied and/or to determine the identity of the occupant. The cost of any such 
inspection will be added to and become a part of the secured debt as provided under the terms of the loan documents. 
If you are unable to cure the default on or before September 20, 2001, Countrywide wants you to be aware of various 
options that may be available to you through Countrywide to prevent a foreclosure sale of your property. For example: 
400 Countrywide Way 
Simi Valley, CA 93065-6298 
7/28/03 
TODD & JOANNE STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LN 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84109 
Re: CFC Loan # 
Parcel # 
Located at 
007941306 
22-08-202-020-0000 
4739 SOUTH PINTAIL COURT 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84117 
Dear Homeowner: 
This letter is to inform you that due to your recent loan pay off, 
our tax escrow/impound account has been terminated. Unless you 
lefinanced your loan and have established an escrow account with 
your new lender, you will be obligated to pay any future tax 
payments to: 
SALT LAKE COUNTY TREASURER 
2001 S. STATE ST. # N1200 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84190-1250 
If you sold your home, please disregard this letter. Please contact 
the above tax authority for any additional information at 
1-801-468-3404. 
Thank you for your business. 
Sincerely, 
Kristine Piccari 
Customer Service Department 
1-800-669-6607 
4421 S311L-7 
2 of 2 m Account Number 7941306 
Property address 
4739 South Pintail Court 
Statement date 
10/17/2001 
H O M E L O A N 
D E T A I L S 
Monthly payment breakdown as of 10/17/2001 
Principal and/or interest payment 
Escrow payment amount 
Outstanding late charges 
Total monthly home loan payment 
$518.37 
192.63 
$201.83 
$$12.83 
Loan type and term 
Loan type 
Contractual remaining term 
Interest rate 
Upcoming dates 
30 Yr Conventional 
24 Years, 2 Months 
8.250% 
Scheduled escrow account review 
Escrow account expenses 
We are responsible for the payment of the following escrow items with the exception of the items marked with an asterisk (*). 
The payment of the items marked with an asterisk f*) are the responsibility of the homeowner. 
01/2002 
Description 
"Homeowners insurance 
County taxes 
Payee 
St. Paul Fire and Marine Ins C 
Salt Lake County Treasurer 
Policy number [Tax ID 
IM08302605 
22-08-2O2-02O-000O 
Frequency Next due date Amount due 
Annual 
Annual 
10/01/2001 
11/01/2001 
0.00 
816.09 
M B | ^ ^ When you receive your tax bill, please write your account number on your original bill and mail it immediately to Countrywide to prevent 
^^^^r interest and penalty tharges from accruing. Please send your original bill to Countrywide Home Loans, Attn: Tax Dept SV-24 PO Box 10211, 
Van Nuys, CA 91410-0211. If your property is located in Davis, Salt Lake, Utah, or Weber County please retain the original bill for your 
records, as Countrywide will receive your tax information from another source. 
Home loan activity since your last statement 
Late 
charge 
25.92 
Date Description Principal Interest Escrow 
10/17/2001 October payment $70.58 447.79 192,63 
"End ing balance $65,062.90 $400.67 
* * N 0 T E : The ending balance is probably not the same as the amount to payoff your loan. For payoff information, you may use our 24 hour automated information system at 1 800 669 -6607 . 
Total 
736.92 
T O For up-to-the-minute information about your account use our 24-hour 
C O N T A C T automated information system. To ask us about this statement or ARM 
U S adjustments, automatic oavments. tax and Drooertv insurance oavmgnts 
Or write to us at: 
Customer Service SVB-314 P 0 Box 5170, Simi Valley, CA 93093-5170 
Tax DeotSV-?4P0 BOY 10211 Van Nuvc HA 9141(1-0911 
Billing Statement 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
P r o p e r t y Address: 6931 S PROMENADE DR 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84121 
//BWNDHTH 
#15500938488832// 
CI 
051255 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE STONE 
2783 MELONY DR 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84124-3051 
Mortgage Account Summary 
Payment Derail 
Principal and Interest $ 4 5 9 . 7 2 
Escrow/Impound $ 1 3 8 . 5 9 
Total Regular Payment Due $ 5 9 8 . 3 1 
Late Charge of $23.93 if paid after 07/16/01 
Check Number 
Balance Sum 
Current 
Interest 
Rate 
7 . 5 0 0 % 
Account A 
Date 
Paid T 
0 6 / 1 8 
0 5 / 1 6 
0 4 / 2 7 
0 4 / 2 3 
0 4 / 1 6 
mary 
Curre 
Princip 
Balanc 
$ 6 0 , 1 2 8 . ' 
ctivity Thr 
ransadion 
LATE FEE A< 
MAY PAYMENT 
APR PAYMEN1 
LATE FEE A£ 
LATE FEE AS 
nt 
al 
:e 
72 
Da 
ough 
5SESS 
r 
r 
3d 
SSESS 
te Paid 
Current 
Escrow/Impound 
Balance 
$ 1 , 0 6 6 . 0 9 
Principal balance shown is not 
06/22 /01 
Amount 
$ 5 9 8 . 3 1 
$ 5 9 8 . 3 1 
Washington Mutual 
Loan Number 0093848883 
C For information call 1 - 8 0 0 - 7 3 6 - 9 0 9 0 
© Business hours- Weekdays 6 0 0 a.m. to 8 0 0 p.m. CT 
Saturdays 8:00 a.m. to 1.00 p.m. CT 
Automated information 24 hours a day 
$ Send WASHINGTON MUTUAL HOME LOANS, I N C . 
Pmt P0 BOX 7 4 0 2 
To PASADENA, CA 9 1 1 0 9 - 7 4 0 2 
*See reverse side for written correspondence address. 
Mortgagor SSN 
Co-Mortgagor SSN 
Total Amount Due 
Regular Payment Due: 07/01/01 
Late Charge: 
Past Due-
Other Fees-
Total Payment Due: 
+ Late Charges/Fees 
+ Additional Principal 
+ Additional Escrow/Impound 
+ Future Total Payment(s) 
= A m o u n t Enclosed 
5 2 8 - 8 4 - 5 4 5 3 
5 6 1 - 7 1 - 2 7 6 0 
$598.31 
$23.93 
$598.31 
$8.35 
$1,228.30 
i Y* 
*&fr.5* 
<**% 
> A* 
es 
id 
ar 
0 0 
ate 
/Fees 
2 3 . 9 3 -
2 3 . 9 3 
2 3 . 9 3 -
Insurance 
Paid 
This Year 
$ . 0 0 
Miscellaneous 
WASHINGTON MUTUAL 
CUSTOMER CARE DEPARTMENT 
P. O. BOX 3139 
MILWAUKEE, WI 53201-313 9 
EQ BY *** 
CUSTOMER ACCOUNT ACTIVITY STATEMENT DATE 06/09/03 
PAGE 1 
'ODD L STONE 
OANNE STONE 
747 HILLSIDE LN 
IALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
;OAN NUMBER: 5938488839 
************************************************************** 
DATE 
PAYMENT 
DUE 
)6-01-03 
TOTAL 
PAYMENT 
AMOUNT 
609.87 
CURRENT ACCOUNT INFORMATION 
PRINCIPAL LOAN CURRENT 
& INTEREST INTEREST PRINCIPAL 
PAYMENT RATE BALANCE 
459.72 7.50000 440.74 
ESCROW 
BALANCE 
503.65 
t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
ACTIVITY FOR PERIOD 01/01/00 - 06/09/03 
PROCESS DUE TRANSACTION TRANSACTION 
DATE DATE CODE DESCRIPTION 
EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF TRANSACTION 
TRANSACTION PRIN. PAID/ ESCROW PAID/ OTHER 
AMOUNT BALANCE INTEREST BALANCE AMOUNT CODE/DESCRIPTION 
36-05-03 
456 
05-27-03 
57,000. 
05-02-03 
609, 
04-04-03 
609. 
03-07-03 
609. 
03-04-03 
0, 
03-04-03 
397. 
02-27-03 
307. 
2-27-03 
307. 
06-03 173 
24 0. 
06-03 175 
00 57,000 
440 
05-03 172 
87 100 
57,440, 
04-03 172 
87 99, 
57,540, 
03-03 172 
87 98. 
57,640. 
03-03 168 
00 0. 
03-03 163 
00 0. 
03-03 161 
00 0. 
02-04 351 
00- 0. 
PAYMENT 
00 0.00 
PRINCIPAL PAYMENT 
00 0.00 
74 
PAYMENT 
09 359.63 
74 
PAYMENT 
47 360.25 
83 
PAYMENT 
85 360.87 
30 
REPAY OF ESCROW ADVANCE 
00 0.00 343.80 
HAZARD INSURANCE REFUND 
00 0.00 397.00 
53.20 
ESCROW ADVANCE 
00 0.00 307.00 
HAZARD INSURANCE DISBURSEMENT 
00 0.00 307.00-
343.80- NEW 
0.00 
0.00 
150.15 
503.65 
150.15 
353.50 
150.15 
203.35 
456.24 SUSPENSE 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW 
34 
PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
3.80 ADVANCE REFUND 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
Washington Mutual 
Customer Service - (800) 736-9090 
TDD - For the Hearing Impaired - (800) 735-2922 
Mon - Fri 6:00 am - 8:00 pm Central Time 
Sat 8:00 am - 1:00 pm Central Time 
www. WaMuHomeLoans .com 
Loan Statemen 
Statement Date: 
Activity Since: 
Loan Number: 
September 5, 2001 
August 27, 2001 
5938488839 
TODD L STONE 17.261 
JOANNE STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LN 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109-4050 
Ii..I,.l..l...llli...l.l...I..lll....l.l.il«...I..II..ill..I.I 
See Reverse Side For Additional Information 
nt Loan Information 
operty Address: 6931 S Promenade Dr 
Salt Lake City UT 84121 
Principal Balance 
Escrow Balance 
Interest Rate 
$59,875.39 
$1,154.86 
7.50000% 
ty Summary 
tivity is from August 27, 2001 to September 5, 2001 
mcipal 
erest 
crow 
tal Amount Received 
169.41 
750.03 
277.18 
$1,196.62 
Payment Due Information 
Next Payment Due Date 
Current Payment 
Past Due Payment(s) 
Unpaid Late Charges 
Other Fees 
Total Amount Due 
09/01/01 
598.31 
598.31 
47.86 
8.35 
$1,252.83 
PLEASE NOTE YOUR LOAN NUMBER HAS CHANGED. YOUR NEW LOAN NUMBER IS 5938488839. 
ALSO NOTE THAT OUR NEW CUSTOMER SERVICE TOLL FREE NUMBER IS ( 8 0 0 ) 736 -9090 . 
3 return bottom portion with your payment. (Allow 7-10 days forj>ostal delivery.) 908-B 
Washington Mutual 
£* FDK: 
L E N D E R — - » -
908-B ^ e a s e w r ^ e V 0 l , r ' o a n number on your check. 
Make check payable to Washington Mutual. 
Todd L Stone Joanne Stone 
Loan Number 
5938488839 
Statement Date 
September 5, 2001 
i Please check here if change of address, 
$sn# or telephone number is indicated on 
Next Payment Due Date 
September 1, 2001 
Total Amount Due 
$ 1 , 2 5 2 . 8 3 
the reverse of this form Undesignated additional funds will be applied first 
to advances, fees due and then to principal. 
WASHINGTON MUTUAL 
P O BOX 660139 
DALLAS TX 75266-0139 
ll..il.l.!...iil.li,..li.,l! I,..,,li,,Iiil,t..,.tl,I.I.,l 
Payment Amount $ 
PLEASE APPLY ADDITIONAL FUNDS TO: 
+ Late Charge 
+ Additional Principal 
+ Additional Escrow 
+ Future Payments 
= Total Amount 
Enclosed 
i WELLS t:HOMB> 
FARGO ^MORTGAGE 
Return Mail Operations 
PO Box 14411 
Des Moines I A 50306-3411 
//BWNGKLH 
//936HHXPKXFHRF105// 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
3747 HILLSIDE LANE 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109-4050 
008168 
i i i i i i i i i i i i i i .1.1...In .II....I..limit..1.1 
Page 1 ot 1 
Monthly Mortgage Statement 
Statement Date 10/17/05 
Loan Number 0013527452 
Customer Service 
r~A Online 
yourwellsfargomortgage com 
^m^ Telephone 
(800) 222-0238 
* Fax 
(866)278-1179 
f><\ Payments 
PO Box54497 
Los Angeles CA 90054 
TTY Deaf/Hard of Hearing 
(800) 934-9998 
Correspondence 
PO Box 10335 
Des Moines IA 50306-0335 
Important Messages 
miliary 
ment (Principal and/or Interest. Escrow) $1.127.47 
lonal Product(s) $ .00 
rrent Monthly Payment $1,127.47 
srdue Payments 
)aid Late Charge(s) 
ler Charges 
AL PAYMENT DUE 11/01/05 
$ . 0 0 
$ . 0 0 
$ . 0 0 
$ 1 , 1 2 7 . 4 7 
Property Address 
2783 E MELONY DR 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
Unpaid Principal Balance $114,446.06 
(Contact Customer Service for your payoff balance) 
Interest Rate 
Interest Paid Year-to-Date 
Taxes Paid Year-to-Date 
Escrow Balance 
6.500% 
$6,280.85 
$ .00 
$1,919.89 
tivity Since Your Last Statement 
e Description Total Principal Interest 
Late 
Escrow Charge Other 
17 PAYMENT $1,127.47 $278.64 $621.43 $227.40 
07455MBNM 07455MBNM5 
13LLS HOME 
RGO MORTGAGE 
Check here and see 
reverse for address 
correction 
Please detach and return with your payment 
Loan Number 936 
Total Amount Due 11/01/05 
After 11/16/05 Add Late Fee 
Total Amount Due After 11/16/05 
TODD L STONE 
JOANNE L STONE 
0013527452 
$1,127.47 
$45.00 
$1,172.47 
l U . l u l l l u l l l n l l i l l L l l n l U . I I U u l l U . I L U . I . U I I U n l l U 
WELLS FARGO HOME MORTGAGE 
PO BOX 5 4 4 9 7 
LOS ANGELES CA 90054-0497 
Monthly Payment 
x pmt amt 
Late 
Charges 
Please specify 
additional funds 
Any additional 
funds not 
specified will be 
applied first to 
any outstanding 
charges 
Additional 
Principal 
Additional 
Escrow 
$ 
$ 
WELLS HOME 
FARGO MORTGAGE 
Wells Fargo Hom|g 
7495 New Horizo 
Frederick, MD 217' 
YourWellsFargoMortgage.com 
EQ BY 4OF 
CUSTOMER ACCOUNT ACTIVITY STATEMENT DATE 10/15/03 
PAGE 1 
DDD L STONE 
DANNE L STONE 
.0. BOX 112008 
\LT LAKE CITY UT 84147 
DAN NUMBER: 0 0 1 3 5 2 7 4 5 2 
i t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
DATE 
PAYMENT 
DUE 
L-01-03 
CURRENT ACCOUNT INFORMATION 
TOTAL PRINCIPAL LOAN CURRENT 
PAYMENT & INTEREST INTEREST PRINCIPAL 
AMOUNT PAYMENT RATE BALANCE 
1,102.12 900.07 6.50000 120,735.12 
ESCROW 
BALANCE 
2,424.56 
t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ^ 
ACTIVITY FOR PERIOD 01/01/01 - 10/14/03 
IOCESS DUE TRANSACTION TRANSACTION 
)ATE DATE CODE DESCRIPTION 
EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF TRANSACTION 
TRANSACTION PRIN. PAID/ ESCROW PAID/ OTHER 
AMOUNT BALANCE INTEREST BALANCE AMOUNT CODE/DESCRIPTION 
1-13-03 10-
1,102.12 
t-12-03 09-
1,102.12 
-13-03 08-
1,102.12 
-11-03 07-
1,102.12 
-12-03 06-
1,102.12 
-12-03 05-
1,102.12 
-07-03 05-
0.00 
-17-03 04-
1,102.12 
-16-03 04-
0.00 
03 171 
244 
120,735 
03 173 
243. 
120,979 
03 171 
242 
121,223 
03 171 
240 
121,465 
03 171 
239 
121,706 
03 171 
238 
121,945 
03 132 
0. 
03 171 
236. 
122,184 
03 152 
0 
PAYMENT 
76 655. 
12 
PAYMENT 
44 656. 
88 
PAYMENT 
13 657. 
32 
PAYMENT 
83 659. 
45 
PAYMENT 
53 660. 
28 
PAYMENT 
24 661. 
81 
LATE CHARGE 
00 0. 
PAYMENT 
96 663. 
05 
LATE CHARGE 
00 0. 
31 
63 
94 
24 
54 
83 
202.05 
2424.56 
202.05 
2222.51 
202.05 
2020.46 
202.05 
1818.41 
202.05 
1616.36 
202.05 
1414.31 
ADJUSTMENT 
00 0.00 
11 202.05 
1212.26 
ASSESSMENT 
00 0.00 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
4 5.00 1 LATE FEE 
NEW PRINCIPAL/ESCROW BALANCES 
4 5.00-1 LATE FEE 
2001 PARCEL NUMBER 22-22-478-011-0000 L E D G E R RIGLB941 PAGE 144,572 
2001 22-22-478-011-0000 
STONE, TODD L & JOANNE; JT 
27 8 3 E MELONY DR 
LOT 20B, HILLSIDE VILLAGE SUB AM'D. 5441-1122 5488-1757 
5535-2850 6147-1088 6776-1359 
2001 22-22-478-011-0000 
ID NUMBER: 0000 
DISTRICT: 31 
B OF E: 
TAX CLASS 1: 
TAX CLASS 2: 
TAX CLASS 3: 
AMEND NOTICE: 
TAX SALE: 
MTG HLDR: 
BANKRUPT YR: 
APPENDIX YR: 
RELIEF 
T A X C A L C U L A T I O N S 
LAND: 
BUILDINGS: 
FULL MARKET VAL: 
EXEMPT REDUCTION: 
STATUTE REDUCT: 
STATUTE VALUE: 
RESIDENT EXEMPT: 
TAXABLE VALUE: 
VETERAN EXEMPT: 
BLIND EXEMPT: 
RESIDUAL VALUE: 
TAX RATE: 
COMPUTED TAXES: 
39,500 
96,500 
136,000 
0 
0 
136,000 
61,200 
74,800 
0 
0 
74,800 
.0170870 
1,278.11 
GARBAGE FEE: 
PERS PROP PRIN: 
PERS PROP INT: 
PERS PROP PEN: 
MTR VEH ATTCH: 
RETURNED CHECK: 
TOTAL CHARGES: 
TAX RELIEF: 
PREPAYMENTS: 
TOTAL TAXES DUE: 
COLLECTIONS: 
BALANCE DUE: 
PENALTY AMOUNT: 
3590 
111.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1,389.11 
0.00 
0.00 
1,389.11 
1,389.11 
0.00 
0.00 
VETERAN: 
BLIND: 
LOC CRC BR: 
ST CRC BR: 
INDIGENT: 
DISABL: 
HARDSHIP: 
GARBAGE: 
BOARD LTR: 
C/B BRD LTR: 
GARB BRD LTR. 
COLLECTIONS_ 
PREPAID: 
PAYMENT: 
RCPT/TRN: 
RCPT DATE: 
MACH/RUN: 
PAID PROTEST: 
1, 
11720 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
389.11 
/ 1 
12/04/2001 
96 / 1 
N 
-> END OF PARCEL: 22-22-478-011-0000 < END OF PARCEL 
t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * + * * * - A * • * * • * * * • • * * * * * * * * • * * * • • • * • 
hnn//<!lcco1ds1coiintv.ore/GetDoc.max?Sess=231016582&App=Tax+Ledger+1999-2001&Doc=003&Page=l 10/13/2005 
2002 PARCEL NUMBER 2 2 - 2 2 - 4 7 8 - 0 1 1 - 0 0 0 0 T A X L E D G E R RIGLB941 
2002 2 2 - 2 2 - 4 7 8 - 0 1 1 - 0 0 0 0 
STONE, TODD L & JOANNE; JT 
3747 S HILLSIDE LN 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 8 4109-4050-47 
LOT 20B, HILLSIDE VILLAGE SUB AM'D. 5441-1122 5488-1757 
5535-2850 6147-1088 6776-1359 
2002 22-22-478-011-0000 
ID NUMBER: 0000 
DISTRICT: 31 
B OF E: 
AMEND NOTICE: 
RELIEF 
TAX CLASS 1 
TAX CLASS 2 
TAX CLASS 3 
TAX SALE: 
ATT PERS PROP: 
MTG HLDR: 3510 
BANKRUPT YR: 
APPENDIX YR: 
T A X C A L C U L A T I O N S 
LAND: 
BUILDINGS: 
FULL MARKET VAL: 
GREENBLT REDUCT: 
EXEMPT REDUCTION: 
STATUTE REDUCT: 
RESIDENT EXEMPT: 
TAXABLE VALUE: 
VETERAN EXEMPT: 
BLIND EXEMPT: 
RESIDUAL VALUE: 
TAX RATE: 
COMPUTED TAXES: 
42, 
100, 
142, 
64 
78, 
78, 
300 | 
500 | 
800 | 
0 1 
0 1 
0 1 
260 | 
540 | 
0 1 
0 1 
540 | 
.0168350 | 
1,322.22 | 
GARBAGE FEE: 
RETURNED CHECK: 
TOTAL CHARGES: 
TAX RELIEF: 
PREPAYMENTS: 
TOTAL TAXES DUE: 
COLLECTIONS: 
BALANCE DUE: 
PENALTY AMOUNT: 
RET CK FEE PD: 
108.00 
0.00 
1,430.22 
0.00 
0.00 
1,430.22 
1,430.22 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
VETERAN: 
BLIND: 
LOC CRC BR: 
ST CRC BR: 
INDIGENT: 
DISABL: 
HARDSHIP: 
GARBAGE: 
BOARD LTR: 
C/B BRD LTR: 
GARB BRD LTR: 
COLLECTIONS 
PREPAY: 
PAYMENT: 
REC/TRN: 
REC DATE: 
MACH/RUN: 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
0.00 
1,430.22 
13609 / 1 
12/02/2002 
96 / 1 
PAID PROTEST: N 
--> END OF PARCEL: 22-22-478-011-0000 < END OF PARCEL 
* + * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * + * * * * • * * • * 
~7- 3 0 - 0 3 0 ^Ar oA ^Hv COKA<4; RL^'V/** PesiJf4</ 
7. Respondent shall advance whatever funds are necessary to get the custody 
evaluation with Dr. Matthew Davies done. The issue of allocation of expenses incurred 
by Respondent for the evaluation is reserved for the tin>e of trial. 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
mp •T^TTTpp 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion for return of property & 
payment for property 
& Affidavit 
V 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following* 
Previously, the court ruled that property belonging to the Respondent, and the Respondent's Father was 
to be returned to the Respondent. 
The Respondent is aware of many items of property belonging to the Respondent, or the Respondent's 
Father that were taken by the Petitioner, or not returned to the Respondent. 
There was additional property that the Petitioner claims, or has retained without payment for. 
Respondent motions the Court to enlist sanctions against the Petitioner for her refusal to be bound by 
court order and not returned the Respondent's Fathers property the court previously ordered to be 
returned to the Respondent 
Petitioner has retained possession of important documents related to the condo and Promenade Drive 
properties previously identified in this proceeding The Respondent requests the Petitioner to return post 
haste the lease agreement(s) between the Respondent, and the current and past tenant(s) of the 
properties, along with associated funds collected 
Failure to do so has placed Respondent in severe financial problems, and takes away from the rights of 
others involved or affected by such 
Respondent seeks a judgement against the Petitioner for property or funds that Petitioner has retained, or 
claims, and not paid for 
n/4j /2.-SZ-JS-
L I 
•'~P 19 ^ f f * ng 
Respondent motions the court to compel Petitioner to return burial plot property papers of the 
Respondent's Fathers burial site and entombment that Petitioner agreed to sign and return to Respondent 
and has continued to hold hostage against the Respondent to inflict stress and emotional trauma. 
Respondent motions the court to order, and compel and sanction Petitioner for failure to return and or 
pay for court ordered Respondent's property to be returned to Respondent. 
Respondent has been severely hurt by the Petitioners lack of returning the items needing to be returned, 
and her failure to be responsible ethical, and abide by the many orders of the court. 
Petitioner misguided the family counselor and other family financial supporter into believing Respondent 
was to pay the entire cost of the child's counseling in July 2005. Such misinformation caused the 
Respondent significant financial loss. 
Respondent motions the court to so order the Petitioner to directly repay the Respondent the costs 
incurred, rather than merely issue a credit to some other unknown bill, and to find the Petitioner in 
contempt for misleading information conveyed to others about the financial order of the court, and or 
issue a judgement against the Petitioner for said amount. 
Petitioner has never provided the health insurance forms necessary for the children to receive medical 
care while in his care. The children have needed such care, and expenses were incurred. Order Petitioner 
to pay such bill in its entirety without any penalty or assessment to Respondent since Petitioner failed to 
provide insurance information to the Respondent as was ordererd 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite # 1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
obligation is about $65,000.00 leaving equity of about $30,000.00. 
6931 Promenade Drive, Salt Lake City. This is jointly owned property consisting 
of a residence and a lot of about 1/6 acre. The property was purchased in the summer of 
1989. The financing is with Washington Mutual Mortgage. The original loan was about 
$66,000.00 with an interest rate of IVi %. The monthly payment was about $750.00. 
Respondent has resided at this property for about two years and would have more 
information about the obligation. I believe the property is worth about $120,000.00 and 
the equity would be about $120,000.00. 
Martin N. Olsen 
May 1, 2002 
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My client also informs me that the foreclosure proceedings against the 
condominium on Pintail Court have been stopped based upon your client curing the 
default in mid-April. However, she is informed that the home he resides at part-time on 
Promenade Drive is facing foreclosure because no payments have been made since 
November, 2001. Please let me know if your client will agree to list the home for sale 
and sell the home as soon as possible in order to protect the substantial equity therein. 
If he will not so do voluntarily, I have advised my client to file a supplemental motion and 
raise those issues at the hearing on the 21st. My client believes the home is worth at 
least $130,000.00 and the mortgage obligation is about $65,000.00. 
Brent R. Chipman 
BRC/cc 
Enclosure 
Copy: Joanne Stone 
Team 24, Office of Recovery Services 
JtLife Auto & Home Metropolitan Group Property and Casualty Ins Co 
V.I.P. Plus Homeowners Insurance Declarations 07/19/0 
ST 43 
• I icy Number: 528-84-5853-0 
»licy Term: From 07-20-2001 to 
07-20-2002, 12 NOON Standard Tim. 
at the location of the property 
insured as stated in the policy. 
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Todd Stone - Respondent Pro se 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84124 
IN THE STATE OF UTAH THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
Joanne Stone 
Petitioner 
-V-
Todd Stone 
Respondent 
Respondent's Affidavit and Motion and Request 
for Urgent Hearing to satisfy pressing Financial 
Matters and provide relief to Creditors 
Civil Case #01490355 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Until such time as Respondent's counsel is either re-instated, or compelled to continue the resolution of pending court 
matters, Respondent submits this Affidavit, Motion, and request for Order, and Respondent does duly swear and attests to 
the following statements, and motions the court accordingly. 
Respondent reserves the right to modify this filing as further information of counsel's involvement is made available. 
The current valid Order between the parties states that Respondent is allowed to move into the parties marital home in the 
event that Petitioner elects to move out of the marital home. See Exhibit A. The same Order of the court, is silent as to the 
mortgage payments that become due, and are therefore still to be paid by Petitioner. 
Respondent is facing dramatic financial burden with the mortgage on the parties' marital home remains in his name and 
financial obligation. The next mortgage payment is currently due November 1, 2005. Another second mortgage payment 
on an Equity line of credit that is also attached to the same property, is also due November 5, 2005, Respectfully. The 
Petitioner has previously requested the equity line of credit to be placed solely in her name, so that she could use the funds 
of her own volition and control, yet the Equity line still remains attached to the property now occupied by Respondent as he 
has attempted to provide compliance with the court order so directing Respondent to move into the parties marital home. 
Because the Petitioner has voluntarily terminated her lucrative employment, and has not found other comparably 
compensated employment, along with the fact that Petitioner has abandoned the parties marital home on or around 
September 28, 2005, it is a dramatic fear of Respondent that Petitioner will not make the obligated mortgage payment(s), 
for the future month(s) that will soon become due. 
Petitioner has again failed to provide notice of her intentions and acceptance of her responsibilities, thus the Respondent, 
and the Court, and the Mortgage companies are all left to interpret the Petitioner's silence, and are concerned because of 
Petitioners actions and lack of attention to the financial obligations held by the parties, and property owner(s). Current 
Mortgage and home owners insurance policy is that when the Owner vacates or abandons a property financed or insured by 
a company, that act alone changes the dynamic of the insurance or mortgage risk. Therefore the Respondent has been 
notified that the Mortgage company has filed a notice of abandonment, to protect their interest(s). Consequently, even if the 
Mortgage payments were to be made, by the Petitioner, since the Petitioner has vacated the property, it now is no longer 
"Owner occupied", thus violating the mortgage contract, and therefore, the mortgage company is in a position to foreclose 
on the property. The Mortgage Company holding the Equity line of credit has already approached the Respondent, and 
stated that they would contract for the required service(s) needed to protect their asset, and thus charge the costs of such to 
the Equity Line attached to the property. 
Additionally, with the eminent onset of inclement weather, in order to further protect the property, and to render the 
property inhabitable, many things need to be done to the property. With the possible looming claim to ownership, and such, 
that Petitioner may mistakenly claim in the future, Respondent is hesitant to provide any funds for the mortgage payments 
that are presently going to become due, and or perform the subsequent service, or attention the property needs, and the 
Mortgage, Insurance, or Finance, type company(s) require. 
The Mortgage company(s) seek relief and performance of required maintenance or service from the Respondent, since the 
Petitioner has abandoned the property, and left the state, and because there is no other formal remedy from the court 
assigning any financial obligation to the Petitioner or property owner stating different. Respondent is unable to provide any 
relief to the Mortgage company(s), until such time that Petitioner no longer has any claim or attachment to the said 
property. 
The Respondent is entitled to the same right of quiet title to occupancy as was enjoyed by Petitioner for so long, without any 
interference of Respondent. Such court action is also in the Best Interests of the children, so that when they come to stay 
with Respondent, the children would have the opportunity to be in their own house, rather than having to face another 
upheaval or turmoil in living accommodations in their life, and also would preserve such equity for the children, rather than 
to be squandered and lost from the children's benefit, since Petitioner has not placed herself in a financially advantageous 
position for planning for the future financial needs of the children. 
Because of the looming deadline for payments, and the pressure placed upon the Respondent by the mortgage company(s), 
the courts urgent intervention and assignment of title is needed to provide Respondent the necessary freedom to occupy, and 
do as is needed for the property without a claim against such property by the Petitioner. 
Because of the actions of the Petitioner failing to pay her related financial obligations, the Petitioners creditors have had to 
lien this property in an effort to secure their financial position. Because the Petitioner has objected to separating the 
property from the parties ongoing court matters, and because the Petitioner has taken almost five years to settle any property 
matters, and because Petitioner's counsel refuses to settle any other property matters currently before the court in another 
related case, and because the Petitioner has refused to transfer ownership of property that was rightfully belonging to the 
Respondent, and because the Petitioner has prolonged so many of the other matters related to this and other property assets 
belonging to the Respondent, Therefore, the Respondent motions the court and requests the courts action to execute a Quit 
Claim Deed transferring the Petitioner's portion of title of ownership to the parties marital home to either the Respondent's 
Trust to be set up to preseiVe the property's equity as was also the prior Order of the Court, or Quit claim the Petitioners 
small portion of net ownership if any exists to the current owner. Petitioner has represented and indicated that if she has 
any equity share of this property, that it is to pay her astronomically mounting unpaid attorney fees. At the present time, 
such practice for Petitioners counsel to work for a contingency interest in Real Estate is not appropriate, and ultimately 
dilutes inappropriately the current ownership equity available to other rightfully interested parties. 
In so doing, the Mortgage could possibly be refinanced, thus removing Petitioner, and Respondent's names from future 
financial obligations of the current mortgage. Additionally, Respondent requests the court make appropriate assignment of 
contract of the financial obligation of the property's Equity line, so such re-finance of the mortgage can be obtained while 
the rates are lower than are currently attached to the present mortgage. Such rates are currently "locked" in now for 25 
more days. Thus, the courts' urgent intervention on this matter is required, and requested. 
With such financial burden upon Respondent, and such unknown as to the Petitioner's intentions or acceptance of paying 
all of the mortgage payments that become due in the future, Respondent's as well as other related creditors future credit 
opportunities or assets are jeopardized. With such action of the court, at least some advance of these longstanding matters 
can be achieved. 
Todd Stone - Respondent Pro se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public / Deputy Clerk Signature 
Petitioner is planning to move out of state October 1, 2005 and take the children and personal property not belonging to 
Petitioner with her. A hearing on the proposed move has not been held, and the determination of what specific property is 
allowed to be taken has not been determined. Utah State Statute states 60 day notice is to be given for any proposed move 
in excess of 150 miles from place of domicile. Petitioner has failed in giving the designated notice as mandated in State 
Statute for a move of the parties minor children. Therefore, Respondent motions the court, and requests a Restraining 
Order be issued thus preventing such move of the parties minor children from occurring, and said property from being 
packed, concealed, or shipped, or destroyed until such time as a proper hearing on these matters can be held. 
Respondent motions the court to hold a hearing on the parent time that has been denied the Respondent and Respondent 
motions the court to order reimbursement from Petitioner of both parent time lost (make up time at a rate of 2 days for each 
day Respondent has been denied to be taken at the time the minor children desire it) and income taken by O.R.S incorrectly 
because of Petitioners denial of Respondents Extended parent time for the minor children's summer vacation. 
With such potential for emotional trauma being inflicted upon the parties minor children with such possible actions as 
noted, physical and legal Custody of the parties minor children it is hereby requested be awarded to Respondent until such 
time as the matters can be properly adjudicated. 
The parties minor children Brooklynn and Brylee have expressed a strong desire to remain in the custody of the 
Respondent, and to maintain their permanent residence in Utah. At the present time the parties children are engaged in 
activities that they have waited years to fulfill, and a move would greatly curtail such activities. At the present time the 
young children have a strong desire to be engaged in sports and music, and have expressed their desire of such. Presently 
Petitioner has failed to accommodate the needs or wishes of the children even after Petitioner was advised of such and 
agreed to such. The children are wanting to discuss their feelings, desires, and wishes with the proper authorities in order 
to have such heard by the court. The Guardian at Litem has set the precedence in this case by representing and obtaining a 
ruling of the court that the minor children have been granted status in this case and are thus individual parties in this case 
allowed to seek their own desires, and what they need in this fragmented torn apart family trial. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to grant status to the minor children so that they can have their wishes known by the court, and to obtain 
what they seek for their personal enjoyment rights and happiness in a manner consistent with what the children previously 
enjoyed with the expenses of such activities for the parties two youngest children being initially paid for by Petitioner until 
such time that an equal amount previously paid for by the Respondent has been attained and then such expenses to be 
equally shared as agreed between the parties. 
The constitution of the United States is not age specific. The Constitution affords everyone the right to proper, and 
competent, representation of their choice. The Constitution does not mandate that each person must be forced to accept the 
appointed counsel offered them if they so desire for different representation. The Parties minor children have expressed 
their own desire to have representation of their choice represent them in the matters affecting them. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to dismiss the Guardian at Litem from it's forced and mandated representation so as to allow the parties 
minor children to obtain the representation of their choice that would stand for the minor children's interests and desires. 
Past actions of the court have also set the precedence and recognized that the minor children are entitled to their civil rights, 
and therefore, the Respondent motions the court to recognize and protect and uphold the civil rights of the minor children 
as well as allowing them their right to visit or associate in person with or by any other means, with either party as they 
wish. 
Past court rulings in this case have stated the children should not be taken out of counseling or away from the Wasatch 
Front until such time as it is shown that they children are no longer in need of counseling. Therefore the Respondent 
motions the court to restrain the children from being allowed to be taken from the Wasatch fron until such time as thy no 
longer need to be in counseling. 
The parties minor children have expressed a strong desire to obtain representation that will represent them. Therefore, the 
Respondent motions the court to restrain the minor children from being moved from Salt Lake County Utah, or from the 
schools they presently attend, until such time as the parties minor children own counsel can be secured and properly 
informed as to prepare a proper approach and representation for their desires and position. 
The parties minor children have expressed a strong desire to not have their lives so dramatically altered and interrupted as 
would be if they were moved. The parties two youngest minor children have expressed a fervent desire to live with the 
Respondent. Therefore in order to avoid further trauma placed upon the children; in the even! that the Petitioner elects to 
sell or move their current residence, the Respondent motions the court assign the minor children to live in the residence of 
the party the minor children choose to live in. 
The parties two youngest minor children have strong feelings against being taken to their current daycare facility. State law 
requires that minor children attend school, but does not require that minor children attend daycare. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to so allow the parties minor children to receive the daycare they need from the person, or agency of their 
choice. 
The parties minor children have been prevented from receiving the medical attention that they need or desire. Therefore, 
R ^spondent motions the court to order that the two youngest minor children as has been the desire of all of the parties minor 
children that they receive the medical evaluations and care they desire and need, and such cost be provided for by the parties 
and not the children, and regular and consistent evaluations or care provided as needed 
Respondent's rights and personal opportunities to happiness and enjoyment of his family are greatly infringed and violated 
by the parties minor children being allowed to be moved away. Therefore Respondent motions the court to not allow such a 
violation of his rights, and therefore require the parties minor children to not be moved away, 
I he parties minor children have strongly requested more parental time with the Respondent. Prior court Orders have also 
directed that there be liberal visitation for the children with the Respondent. Therefore, Respondent motions the court to lay 
specific determinations as to what the court deems as liberal visitation, and state the parent time enjoyed by the children 
with the respondent be the same amount of parent time afforded the Petitioner with the minor children. 
Respondent has experience a medical setback, and has been deemed to have to remain off work for an extended period of 
time without pay. Later Respondent will be unable to return to his previous line of work. Respondent will be undergoing 
vocational rehabilitation training in order to obtain employment that is tolerable with his medical condition. In 
conjunction, with the increased parent time the Respondent should be awarded, and the decrease in wages the Respondent 
h^Q. and will experience, the Respondent motions the court to discontinue any such child Support payment be required to be 
to the Petitioner. 
Petitioner has voluntarily terminated her employment and thus is voluntarily under employed. For over 17 years while 
employed at her prior employer Petitioner was offered the educational assistance benefit to improve her skills, and obtain 
further educational or vocational degrees or credentials. With such benefit available to Petitioner for such a long period of 
time, Petitioner has failed to take much advantage of that benefit. Thus Petitioner now finds herself possibly ill prepared by 
her own choice for employment elsewhere. Thus Petitioner should not voluntarily terminated her employment so as to 
represent that a move out of state was the only option for her to gain employment. For this reason, and the decreased 
earning capacity of the Respondent, Respondent motions the court to discontinue any requirement of any Alimony paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner. 
Since there exists such a vast difference in the income Tax filing status of the Respondent and the Petitioner from Single to 
Head of House, Respondent motions the court to so accommodate each party with the needed custody of at least one of the 
parties children to thus both qualify for Head of House Status since the court, is a court of equity, and parent time should be 
virtually equal. 
Since Petitioner has currently a large sum of funds available to her from her former employer, Respondent motions the court 
to award Alimony payments of $100.00 per month to the Respondent for the period until such time that the Respondent 
makes equivalent wages to those of the Petitioners former employment that Petitioner voluntarily resigned from. 
Since Petitioner has elected to not use free daycare services made available to her for the past 5 years, for the minor 
children; and in support of prior court Orders in this case where Petitioner was ordered to pay out of her own pocket any 
daycare expenses for the minor children; in the event that there is a charge for daycare services of the parties minor 
children, Respondent motions the court to order such daycare expensed be paid directly by Petitioner without any 
reimbursement from Respondent 
Because Petitioner has not provided any plans for paying the mortgage held in Respondent's name on the parties marital 
home, in the event of Petitioners planed abandonment of said property, Respondent motions the court to order the Petitioner 
be removed from said property title and Respondent may enjoy quiet title ownership rights to do with said property as 
desired or able, and any such income derived from such plans be awarded totally to Respondent. 
Because Petitioner has been so opposed to any type of settlement in the other cases against Petitioner, and has caused much 
delay in the other related parties from obtaining reimbursement of the funds they expended, Respondent motions the court 
to stay any temporary or permanent award of custody to the Petitioner of ANY of the parties minor children until such other 
long standing issues are settled and resolved, and all parties are paid the sums owed them. 
Because of the great amount that is sought against Petitioner in the other related cases against the Petitioner exceeds any 
amount of equity that Petitioner may realize from the sale of any of the parties properties, and because the Petitioner is 
attempting to flee the state, and possibly create more problems in settling the other cases involving the Petitioner, and thus 
make it more difficult to settle, and possibly delay the proceedings further, Respondent motions the court to freeze all 
Petitioner's assets held by any financial institution until such time as all inheritance taxes, and all loans or payments paid in 
behalf of Petitioner or all parties attorney fees, or all other amounts due from the Petitioner in all related cases are paid in 
full and settled. 
Because of Petitioner's demonstrated and admitted multiple violent threats against defenseless older ladies, and children 
along with her hostile actions and temper, and because the parties minor children wish their Mother would not swear at 
them or yell at them so much, Respondent motions the court to compel Petitioner to complete a series of anger management 
classes at Petitioners own expense. 
Because the conversations of Respondent with counsel cause concern that counsel's actions may cause further delay of these 
matters, Respondent motions the court to compel his prior counsel to continue representing hi until such time as all matters 
presently needing to be heard and settled are completed or additional counsel is able to be obtained. 
Because the parties two youngest minor children desire to complete both the soccer season and Safety Patrol at their school, 
Respondent motions the court to allow them to stay enrolled in their current school for its entirety of required schooling. 
Because of the poor reception and ill treated extended to the Respondent by the children's counselor, and lack of equal 
involvement in ongoing therapy, Respondent motions the court to compel the counselors to so act with equality of 
involvement of both parties, or allow Respondent to select another counselor for the children that will treat each parent with 
the respect and fairness needed to bring about the best therapy situation for the children, and will facilitate healing of the 
emotional wounds all parties feel. 
Because of the many errors in the Custody Evaluation report, and because so many of the involved individuals were not 
present at the Pre-trial conference, and there was not an equalized treatment by the Evaluator in the last interview held with 
the children, Respondent motions the court to allow other professionals to involve their expertise and examine the issues 
and provide a complete report to the court. 
Because of the use of privileged or protected information by Michelle, and Dr. Davies that was from the only counseling 
opportunity afforded Respondent with the parties eldest Daughter and such was not allowed to be presented to them 
correctly or with explanation or was treated as privileged, Respondent motions the court to require an equal basis of both 
parties in a child interview with the children, and the omission of using such privileged information by either the Evaluator 
or guardian at litem. 
Since Petitioner has refused Respondent from viewing the marital property, or the property of his Father's, or the 
Respondents own personal property that Petitioner has retained as her own, packed or discarded, or concealed, Respondent 
motions the court for a writ of assistance thus allowing inspection of the property and premises, and designation and 
retrieval of all property that is equaly and rightfully to be given to Respondent. 
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Dear Judge Medley, 
I am writing to you because I do not know what to do, and I am without representation unless my counsel is compelled to 
serve the court to complete the many pending matters. Because of the complexity of these details, I am fearful to go about 
this alone, but feel if I do not attempt to at least get things properly done, that time will be lost and the opportunity to have 
the proper outcome will pass on October 1, 2005. My Attorney has told me that she will not represent me anymore until she 
receives another $8,500.00. That is on top of the over $10,000.00 she has already received. I am bankrupt, and was 
advised that if I were to file Bankruptcy, that may assist this case, but I do not see how my filing Bankruptcy will do 
anything but assist my counsel to discontinue representation of me. Based on what I have seen happening now, I 
understand that Joanne has not had to pay hardly anything of her attorney fees because Mr. Chipman is attempting to have 
his fees due him go toward the purchase of the home, since it is just down the street from his house, and he has children 
wanting to return to the neighborhood now they have graduated and starting a family, so running up his bill is favorable to 
both him and his client who does not have to outlay any cash. My counsel has had to spend most of the time she has 
previously been paid for trying to fill her assignment of preparing the documents, and dealing with Mr. Chipman's constant 
barrage of disagreements, broken promises, and underhanded dealings. Mr. Chipman however, claims that the delay is my 
fault. That is not true at all, but just another one of his many lies and formulations to control things his way since he is not 
the one in control of preparing the document 
I have been denied my state mandated visitation by Mr. Chipman because of attempting to report and correct the visitation I 
was am allowed by State Statute. Already since we last met in court, and because of Mr. Chipman's 3 week delay in 
responding to my extended visitation request, I was caused to loose out on my months vacation visitation that State Statute 
allows me for the kids Summer vacation, as well as the adjustment to my child support amount for the same period to 
O.R.S. I have not even seen the final product that Mary has prepared to send off to the court, so I do not know what it may 
contain of the things I present below. 
Consequently, since there are no papers actually filed with the court, and especially since time is quickly disappearing, and 
Joanne is attempting to move the kids to California this week without even a hearing on such, and without the 60 day notice 
of move allowed by State Statute, and that Mr. Chipman asked for to be included in the Order, along with what my Attorney 
has told me, I am taking it upon myself to write to you and present the following along with motions for the court to hear. 
Additionally, for this letter to you and the related motions, the report of Dr. Davies has been kept from me so I am at a dis-
advantage to have to prepare my writing, or incorporate others to assist in this matter. Mary Corporon, and a few other 
attorneys closely involved with the children also know of the children's desires and wishes, and problems, and want to help 
meet the Best Interests of the children, but have been barred from so doing by the Guardian at Litem, for fear of having 
their lack of professional care toward the children and their representation being revealed. This was the case when the 
guardian was before the court arguing for what they wanted, and when asked if they had even interviewed the children, the 
guardian at Litem had to say no. A short recess was allowed in order for the concerned attorney to convey their findings to 
the Guardian At Litem, and then the Guardian at Litem returned with a different tune to pitch to the court. This in itself 
establishes a need to allow the children to have the legal representation that fits their rights, needs, desires, and interests, 
and not one that fails to invest the time needed to serve their clients. 
Time is of the essence in this matter, because Joanne is planning to move away with the children October l8t% and therefore I 
plead for your quick action to stay the move until such time as these matters can be properly heard and dealt with. In the 
past, Joanne has dis-regarded Commissioner Casey's order not to move the children out of State, and has gone right ahead 
and packed the moving van, and kept the kids out of school so that she could hide them til she could return to pick them up 
and leave the day of my visitation. No notice was given me then of the move, and I have only received notice on Sept. 12, 
2005 that the children were going to be taken from me now this time. I have not received any details as to the residence or 
schools or schedules or visitation of the kids. As it stands still because of Joanne's petition to the other court, I am not even 
able to visit, or call them in California. There is not even a schedule given me as to when the school schedules allow that 
any visitation could occur, so I can not even make plans for the future. Bob Steele, and Commissioner Casey and Dr. 
Davies all voiced concern about starting the kids in a new school mid way through the year, 
To add to the problems of this move that is being rammed through without proper hearing or compliance to prior court 
Orders, I also have not yet received my Father's or my property that was ordered a long time ago to be returned to me. 
Joanne stated that it has "already been packed and would be difficult to find" Also it has not even been clarified as to what 
I am allowed or entitled to take. Joanne plans to take what property of mine and my Father's with her to California that 
she wants without any regard to what I want, thus by possession, claiming ownership of everything that she wants, and will 
fit in the moving van. My counsel said for me to move down to California ahead of Joanne, that not only is impractical, and 
the location is unknown to me where to go to, but further would be a direct violation of the other Court cases Court Orders. 
My counsel has stated on numerous occasions, that I have been unjustly treated in this whole matter, and I ask you to please 
help bring fair play, fair dealing, justice and equality and equity back into reach for this case. If Joanne takes my property, 
or all of the marital property or the property of my Father, it would thus make it all the more impossible for me to retrieve 
what is rightfully my Father's and my own property, and my rightful share of marital property or family photographs and 
family memories. Additionally, there have been no plans for the house or the mortgage that is in my name that Joanne is 
abandoning. The house has not even been put up for sale yet. Additionally, Joanne has quit voluntarily quit her job without 
having another job available claiming to the children that moving to California is the only option available for her to get 
another job. I do not feel this type of pressure on the kids is right, even though it falls within the parameters of not 
speaking despairingly about the other parent. Thus the children are led to believe they have to move to California in order 
to have food and to live, and that they would not be able to be with their Mom if they did not move to California. All I am 
trying to do, and have ever tried to do was to be a Father to the kids, and you can not do that when they are 700 miles away. 
Additionally, the intent of the Virtual Visitation statue was not to be a substitute for visitation. 
If the children are allowed to be taken away without hearing the matters involving the children, it will ultimately 
improperly influence the outcome of such a hearing, not to mention the further trauma it would place on the kids to have to 
move back to Salt Lake once they were taken away if the court found otherwise, or honored the wishes of the children. The 
same holds true for the marital property that I might be entitled to as well as the property of mine or my Fathers, in that 
how could I retrieve all of my Father's and mine personal property, or obtain an equal or fair distribution of the marital 
property and family photos or memorabilia if the court relied on Joanne to provide such from out of State. 
Please keep in mind that Brooklynn is close to the age of such a choice of where she wants to live. However, if she were to 
live with me as she wishes to do in Salt Lake, it would leave Brylee the youngest alone in California so to speak for many 
years until she is old enough to be allowed to choose her residence and such, thus further cementing the idea that the court 
would not allow a split custody situation. Brooklynn and Biylee are veiy close to each other and both demonstrate a desired 
distance from Brittney. I have never advocated taking the Mother out of the kids life. I firmly believe that kids need, and 
benefit from BOTH parents interest and involvement in their lives. Joanne by her actions, (not her mild representations in 
court) has never advocated such an equality with or towards me. If however, both parents remained here in Salt Lake, all 
siblings could have close, frequent, meaningful interactions with each other and each parent, despite what child lives with 
what parent. 
I appreciate the fact that people contend that the court can not dictate where a Mother lives, but the court can restrain where 
the children are to reside in order to protect the children's association and relationship with each or either parent, and the 
kids lifestyle and opportunities. I feel that several cases in Utah, and the landmark Lamugsa case in California are relevant 
here because of the mere fact that the move is totally formulated as an attempt to hinder, and interfere with visitation based 
on distance and lack of economic resources available to visit as frequently as would lend itself to being involved in with the 
children with their life, nor as often as the children would like. In addition to the distance, the move would make it 
impossible to properly be involved with the children's counseling, or to do as Dr. Davies said, on working on and repairing 
the relationship between Brittney and I as her Father. The Lamugsa case though a California case is applicable with some 
degree of bearing here, because if the children are moved to California, and later when old enough to choose to live with me 
in Salt Lake to pick up the life they were taken from, If the case becomes a California court case because I elect to move to 
California to be near the children, then I am thus prevented from returning to Salt Lake with them, and am in essence 
locked with the children in California, with all the rest of my family and life here, thus Joanne still gets what she wants, and 
restricts what relationship and benefit I can offer the children. This type of using the system for her personal advantage, 
and manipulation of court outcomes flies in the face of justice, and also is in line with what Joanne has previously achieved 
in obtaining her Protective Order by falsifying an incident from 13 years previously to get what she wanted. Even Mr. 
Chipman admitted to recommending to Joanne that Joanne obtain a Protective Order prior to filing for divorce. 
To a large degree, Joanne has always been, and continues to demonstrate jealousy of the relationship I have with the kids, or 
what I have and can offer them. Joanne has attempted to use every resource available to block or hinder my association 
with the children as supported in our many other court cases. Commissioner Casey himself noted such when he was aware 
of all the facts and history, when he dismissed the Protective Order Joanne obtained against me recognizing in our July 
2003 Protective Order hearing that it was merely an "act of trench war fare of Joanne against (me) to gain a personal 
advantage in the divorce rather than for personal protection as it was intended (or inferred or was needed) to the court". 
j o a i m e ^ , ^1^ . ^ assistancg 0f her baby tender (Alice Neeley) was also able to turn the facts of a simple strepped throat and 
the feeling of swollen glands into a false accusation that I had a stranglehold on Brooklynn, thus a Guardian At Litem was 
needed to be appointed for the children. A review of the medical records, along with an enquiry of Brooklynn would reveal 
that no such action occurred to warrant a Guardian At Litem. However, Joanne used the system, to get her wish of some 
other agency to be on her side for the custody and divorce issues. When you look at eveiything, all together, you can see, 
that the children are not being served, but the victors corowii is continually being passed to Joanne, and her sympathy of the 
court. 
I know that Joanne views custody as a money making opportunity in the following ways and not just for the Best Interests of 
the children just to name a few: 
1. Head of Household Tax Status affords about a $5,000.00 tax savings to begin with as well as a lower income tax 
bracket for any taxable income. Both of which are more advantageous than the Single Tax status that most other 
spouses have to file with. 
2. The I.R.S. tax exemptions also allowed to be claimed provide much tax relief to the parent with custody, irregardless of 
what parent pays the most Child Support. Many people are under the incorrect concept and think the tax exemption 
goes to the person providing most of the support. 
3. In Joanne's employment, she would audit the allocation of the L.D.S. welfare assistance funds. One stipulation to 
qualify for financial assistance is that you must have children in the home Thus I am denied church assistance and 
food for my family for times when they visit, because without custody, I am not viewed as having children in the home. 
Joanne is able to get food and monetary assistance for the children even when they are living with me. or on extended 
visitation time. 
4. Many other forms of assistance is a\ ailable for Mothers with children that are not available for Fathers providing for 
children. 
5. The standard for calculating Child Support and such only considers the housing costs for the custodial parent, and not 
for the Non-custodial parent being allowed to have the same housing allowance or provide the same housing that the 
children enjoy at the custodial parents home, thus the kids are less inclined to want to stay in a small house or 
apartment when they have a nicer home at the custodial parents place. 
6. and many more ways exist where custody = money for the custodial parent. 
I know I am risking a lot with possibly turning you even further against me than you already are. However, I feel you 
should know the facts that seem to not be getting presented to you. If you have children, or in your position for the 
Hospital, you would not be fulfilling your duty as a Dad, or Board member if you did not stand up for, and do all that you 
could for your children, or fight for what was right or best, for your children, or Hospital, or community affairs you are 
called to serve. I ask you to confirm what the children report is or is not true so that the courts, and my resources are not 
wasted, and lives are not permanently altered unfairly. If what the children report, is true, I ask you to understand the 
emotion and zeal that I write to you even if it is unconventional or brass. Furthermore, I sincerely apologize to you and the 
court, if my manner of outspokenness and / or improper format of communication is offensive to you. Additionally, as Bob 
Steele so aptly put it as he recognized my abrasive manner, he said how he recognized that I deeply care for our kids, and 
that I was one of the most passionate Fathers he knew. Additionally, Governor Walker said how I "... should not be 
punished for wanting to be, and tiying to be, a caring, concerned, and involved Father, when there are so many Fathers that 
just walk away and do not care about being a Dad, or about their kids". I ask you to not punish our kids by overlooking 
their desires and plight they are faced with for my actions, or communications of the truth to you. I also ask that you do not 
punish me with your decision, but view this life long effect and this life altering control you have with wisdom and 
compassion for the future, for the children, and respect for the good we have had or can have as a family, and for the 
children's Grandmother that they are deeply and emotionally attached to, and all that each of us loves and cares about. 
First of all, a lot of information has not been presented correctly, or even presented to you at all The children report that 
when they were ordered to revisit with Dr. Davies, they ".. .only reported to Matt (Davies) what they were told to report to 
him not what was the truth, or what they knew, or felt when they were taken to him" by Joanne. When the children learned 
of their plight, and what is being forced upon them, they were hysterical and pleaded with me requesting "...isn't there 
anyone that will help us Dad!!! or anything we can do ". Nate, (the children's counselor), and three other 
Attorneys well familiar with the children's plight, fears, wishes, concerns, and all, and who have first hand information, or 
notes from the children themselves, as well as Dr Wehl, and Dr. Elizabeth Stewart have accepted the task and agreed to 
prepare information for you as to the best interests of the children if you will only be open to accepting it, and them 
representing such for the children, as well as others professionals in several different fields if they were allowed to do so by 
the court and Guardian At Liu^ m 
The kids have attempted to correct the misinformation they provided to Dr. Davies, and have worked on getting you and Dr. 
Davies the facts. The children have on many occasions stated to many other individuals beside myself, that they want to 
live with me, in the house I have been allowed to provide for them. They also have stated that they ".. .want to lock 
themselves in their rooms, and not go home to their Mother's house no matter how much their Mom savs she would miss 
them". 
Additionally, it has been revealed, that the children in an attempt to present their case to you have not been allowed their 
chance to have their concerns, or acknowledgements of abuse made known to you even though previously they were told 
they would have the opportunity to have the matters addressed by the court, so they have remained silent until such time 
that they have now felt they are not being listened to by their attorney or the court, or that it is too late and does not matter 
to anyone. The kids came to learn that I was writing you, and asked that I include their letters to you since prior letters they 
had written to you were thus ignored and or discarded by Michelle Blomquist, and have not yet been presented to you. 
Brooklynn and Brylee do not feel their attorney represents their interests, but only those interests of their Sister Brittney, 
who Brittney is very upset with their Father and wants to hurt him, and she nor their attorney ".. .do not care about them". 
The kids asked "what about their rights and what is fair". I believe that each person has a right to representation of their 
choice, and if the kids feel their interests are not being represented, then a change should be made. The kids want to know 
why they have to have the Attorney that they are told they have to have, and I can not answer that question for them. The 
kids want to have their own attorney different than who represents Brittney and they would pay for it themselves, thus 
saving the State and their parents undo use of resources that neither party has. The Guardian at Litem is so overworked and 
under staffed, and have so many cases and children vying for their time and attention, it makes sense to allow the children 
what they want. The kids want an attorney that will take the time needed to listen to them, and fight for what they feel is 
what they want, rather than someone that is so busy that they get overlooked. Since their Mother will not let them take the 
things they want to buy with them to California, they feel they want to spend their own money on something else that will 
bring them happiness and freedom that they seek. As their parent, I can not blame them for what they feel and want, and I 
also know they are able to do what they want with their own money. 
Additionally, the kids have been very vocal, as well as writing notes to others asking for their help, and about their desire to 
stay here in Salt Lake City, and not be taken to California. When all of this information was made known to the kids 
therapist (Nate), the therapist said they also needed to tell their desires and feelings to their Mother, so they had a group 
session with her, and she said O.K., and that she wanted more information, yet when the kids try to talk to their Mother 
more about it she ignores them and says she doesn't want to talk about it, and continues to implement the move. Joanne has 
acted totally in contrast to that agreement she made with the children and therapist. When I have presented her with 
information as to my interests and plans for the kids, and their desires, I have only been ignored, and no response was ever 
given back to me. The real concern, is that even though Joanne agreed to the kids that the kids could live with me, her 
actions and such are just allowing time to pass without any such thing happening. The kids feel very frustrated about not 
being heard, and that they are not even cared about by the court or by Michelle, or her successor. 
Furthermore, if some people just think that the kids really do not want to be with me as I have represented so much in the 
past, then don't you think the role of their therapist would be to empower the kids to tell me such, like he required them to 
tell their Mother. Subsequently, there must be some validity and merit and a lot of truth to what they say, since the 
therapist has not had me in for a session with the two younger kids like they had for the oldest /Daughter, and like they did 
hold for their Mother. 
When the kids gave this and other information to Michelle Blomquist, Michelle failed to act upon it in her representation of 
her clients the kids. This is not the only time that the kids have felt that their attorney (the Guardian at Litem) does not 
represent them at all. The kids feel that Michelle only strives to serve her own wishes, and not the wishes of the children. 
Often the kids have reported that they wanted to have more time with me their Father, or that they wanted to do sports or 
music or such and their Mother would not allow it. What has Michelle done to represent her clients needs, wishes, desires, 
or feelings etc.? The kids have expressed a desire to include their letters to you now with my writing. Previously, I was 
asked by Brooklynn to hold one of her letters she had written until it was time to give it to the person she wanted to have it. 
Brook feared that if her Mom found it, she would destroy it, rather than getting it to the proper person. 
Another time the kids asked me to take them to the office so they could drop off what they had written. If they trusted their 
Mother, they would not have worried if she had taken them to deliver their feelings or comments they wrote. Additionally, 
Brylee reports that she wrote me a letter and her Mother would not even let Brylee mail it to me. If I was allowed to be 
treated fairly, and considered equal in the ongoing counseling of the kids, and if they had a child advocate or coordinator 
that truly worked for them, then a lot of this would have already would have been made known, and properly dealt with, but 
because I have been kept from such counseling and such of the kids, no one has had the opportunity to discover if it is true, 
or just made up by the kids. Commissioner Casey was also concerned about this when he ruled that the kids were not to be 
taken from the Wasatch front until their counseling had a chance to be thoroughly and properly or fairly completed. 
Commissioner Casey also feared the ill effect upon the children from being bounced around to the approximate 9 different 
counselors that they have all ready been taken to by Joanne or has contacted. Commissioner Casey further felt that a move 
without substantial good cause, and another counselor or two for the children to adjust to and such, would have farther 
harmful effects than benefits to the children. 
If you are to believe that the kids are no longer needing to be in counseling, then >ou must find that what the kids are saying 
has merit and is valid. Additionally, is it only the word of Joanne that says the kids are no longer in need of counseling, or 
the counselors themselves. Do the counselors only assume that the horrible dreams, and bed wetting that Joanne reported 
going on for so long were also happening at my house when the kids came to visit me. They have not at all, and so if the 
counselors were involving me in the process, or information gathering process, they could learn that there must be 
something troubling the kids only at Joanne's house, rather than at both parents house. Again, the counselors have been 
instructed and influenced by Joanne not to include me in the therapy or counseling process of the children. This is 
supported by the two separate letters from the children's therapists stating that they would not include me because Joanne 
had told them not to. I ask, who is in control here to serve the children, and protect the Best Interests of the children -
Joanne, or the Court???? 
Additionally, and in support oi that same question; alter the kids had been sexually abused and molested by Joanne s Inend, 
and prior to the kids being taken by Joanne to last four counselors of theirs, the Department of Crime Victims Reparations 
approved the children for counseling at the University of Utah for such trauma, and to offer the children support and 
psychological assistance in testifying. All of the fees for such great therapy and help for the children, would have been paid 
for by the Crime Victim's Reparations Department. Joanne refused such assistance for the children. Joanne did not want 
the kids to testify against her friend who molested the kids. Brooklynn still voices wonder and hurt over why her Mother 
would have continued taking her to that place when she knew it had happened to Brittney. Brooklynn still has anger 
toward that man that was Joanne's friend. Additionally, the kids both report that they continue to feel uncomfortable when 
they are around Joanne's current boyfriend. Both Brylee and Brooklynn have explained that they feel comfortable talking to 
me about things they feel or think, because they know I will try to make things better, or something happen. Is that 
something that Joanne is jealous of, or trying to destroy, and should that not be something that counselors would want to 
deal with, and build, rather than to ignore???? 
When the Guardian at Litem was aware of the medical attention the children had needed and requested for o\er 3 years and 
did nothing about it for their clients, counsel advised me to take the children for the needed medical attention. The kids 
have been in need of braces on their teeth for over 3 years, and all that Joanne or the Guardian have done is forbid me from 
taking the children to the doctor, rather than acting for the best interests of the children. The children are well aware that I 
am a person that will make things happen, and solve the problem for them, where they know that their Mother will put 
things off and not take action on if unless it can help her in her own desires. 
Brooklynn also reported several times she and Brylee both have wanted to call me, and talk to me, and they have not been 
allowed by their Mother of Grandmother to do so. Consequently, they have given up asking, because they have learned 
what their Mother's or Grandmother's response would be. The same is true for the other things that the kids want to do, 
and the time for such is quickly passing with the kids needs and desires being brushed aside and not dealt with by their 
advocate or their parents. 
The kids wonder why they can not do soccer, or chess, or Spanish class at school while Mom is at work, or why their 
Mother will not let them take free music instruction from school, or why their Grandmother was not able to tend them, or 
why they can not play the piano when at home or at their Grandma & Grandpas house except they know the answer, that 
just that Mom says no, or that it interrupts Grandpa's television, and their Mom does not want them to do music, because it 
gets in the way with Mom. The kids also hate having to go to the daycare facility that Joanne takes them to, and yet Joanne 
reported that they like the place and want to attend it all the time. Has any Guardian at litem, or child advocate even 
addressed the issue directly with the kids, or do they just take Joanne's word Tor it, without seeking the truth or input from 
the Father or others directly involved with the children??? 
These issues, and several other matters are what should have been addressed in some type of true child advocate situation, 
that the Guardian is too busy to care about, or the counselor is not aware of. Ifjt is the view of the court that the children 
only say to one parent what that parent wants to hear, rather than the truth, why is there not a child coordinator, or special 
Master involved representing these matters to the children and their parents, and why did Dr Davies fear there would be 
retribution by Joanne against the kids when they expressed their strong desire not to want to move to California, or not 
wanting to have their Dad taken out of their daily lives??? 
Another matter that has not been presented to you is many of the things that Dr. Davies presented in our Pre-trial 
Conference. These things are very important, and extremely relevant, and Dr. Davies said needed to happen prior to final 
determination of this case, and also PRIOR to any move by Joanne with the children out of state. Some of these such issues 
are as follows: 
1. Brittney and her Father were to be in ongoing counseling together to help to mend the torn relationship that Brittney 
fosters. Dr. Davies was more than clear that moving Brittney away from her Father prior to that happening would not 
allow that relationship to ever be repaired as it should be, and that Brittney needed to take responsibility to let go of her 
ill feelings. 
2. Dr. Davies went on further to state that not only should the two little kids not be moved away from their Father, neither 
should Brittney be moved away. Thus Commissioner Casey strengthened his order that included Brittney as not being 
allowed to be moved away in the event that if Joanne chose to move to California, that she was free to do so, but that 
the children were to stay here in Salt Lake with their Father. 
3. Dr. Davies also showed by use of any of the many salary comparison tools on the Internet, how a move to the California 
Bay area on the proposed $45,000.00 per year salary that Joanne was seeking was the same similar economic status of a 
$24,000.00 per year Salary in Utah, and that an equivalent salary or economic status of what Joanne was making here 
in Utah of $35,000.00 would be similar to needing $57,000.00 or so in the Bay area. Anything less would place the 
children and Joanne in a worse economic status than they currently are in here in Utah. Additionally, the loss of 
Alimony, and lower Child support, and a higher tax amount, would all add to a need for a higher salary than 
$62,000.00 for Joanne to obtain. Joanne had represented to the court in a signed statement about the same time that 
she was unable to get by financially on her then present salary, and was receiving $513.00 per month from welfare 
assistance. 
4. Dr. Davies addressed the inappropriate nature of 3 kids and 3 adults living in the house as Joanne proposed living in 
with her parents in California. Dr. Davies recognized that only having 3 beds and 3 bedrooms in that single story 
house without any basement equates or necessitates that 3 people would be sleeping on the living room floor or such, 
and little comfort or privacy would be available to them. Dr. Davies voiced strong concern and voiced that type of 
living arrangement would not serve the best interests of the children, or of the Mother, or grandparents. 
5. Dr. Davies spoke that the housing situation proposed by Joanne's move to California would also eventually result in 
another move for the children to face if, and when their Mother obtains suitable housing there at some later, or future 
date. There were too many variables or unknowns for Dr. Davies to feel that the cramped housing arrangement Joanne 
proposed in California would be only short term temporary at best. 
6. Dr. Davies recognized that Brittney was influenced by Joanne, and actually stated it was "rote reciting of Joanne's 
issues against Todd, rather than the normal issues a 13 or 14 year old daughter may feel of their Father". Dr. Davies 
continued and explained how Brooklynn led to believe and stated such that "Heavenly Father won't let Mommies lie, 
but Daddies do all the time she was told". 
7. Dr. Davies stated that though Joanne and Todd had some problems, they could be worked out if they would 
communicate. However, Joanne has not allowed any such communication or working out of any of our problems even 
when I have tried or attempted. 
8. Dr. Davies reported that the children acted differently when they were brought to him by each parent. For that reason 
he should be more cognizant to the fact that if he re-interviews the children again as Michelle ordered, then he should 
afford. 
9. Dr. Davies offered his services as a Joint Parenting coordinator and as such I asked him for his advice for formulating a 
Joint Parenting plan recognizing his training and education. Since Joanne refused to have his involvement as such, I 
was reported to never having turned in a Joint Parenting Plan, and thus slammed me for it. I was just wanting to 
incorporate what he as the "expert" thought was best for the kids, and blend that with the love and commitment to the 
kids that I feel for them. 
Michelle Blomquist was not present at the Pre-trial conference with Dr. Davies, and yet she prepares her report as 
authoritatively as though she were there, and has missed reporting several important and relevant facts. Additionally, 
Michelle, and Dr. Davies used protected information strictly from the only available counseling option given me to base an 
opinion on rather than facts of the entire evaluation after Michelle required that he "re interview" the kids. Under the 
direction of Brittney's counselor, rather than being involved with her ongoing counseling as Dr. Davies said needed to 
happen, I was only allowed to correspond with her. Rather than having that as a platform to begin to solve the issues, they 
used the correspondence that was to be privileged or protected information from counseling sessions and used that to 
completely turn the report 180 degrees different than the pre-trial Conference with Dr. Davies. 
There are several problems existing with Michelle Blomquist's and Dr. Davies Reports, and for that reason I have several 
objections to those reports that I would like to file. Additionally, it was that report alone, and Mr. Chipman's distortion of 
the facts, that Michelle Blomquist relied on for her report to you. 
1, Michelle was not at the Pre-trial Conference held with Dr. Davies. 
2, Michelle did not allow the children to be taken to the evaluator by BOTH the Father and the Mother for the "re-
evaluation" that she requested, and It is standard practice to allow both parents to take their children to the evaluator 
for fair and equal consideration of both parents individually. 
3, Michelle would not meet with, or concern herself with any "witness" that did not have the same pre-conceived attitude 
as Michelle carried, thus ignoring relevant and pertinent facts. 
4 Michelle outright dis-regarded the facts that her clients falsified their responses because they "only told the Evaluator 
what they were told to tell him" Thus Michelle allows the influence on the children to permeate further up the court, 
rather than correctness and impartiality 
5. Michelle, failed to gain both sides of the facts and matters presented in the only counseling session ever allowed, thus 
was improperly influenced by the temper tantrum of a little girl, rather than the facts and evidence of the situation by 
failing to attend the full meeting, or allow any response or correction of all the mis-statements that contradicted the end 
result that Michelle wanted. 
6. Michelle failed to act for her clients wishes of whom she represented. 
7. Michelle failed to interview her clients or others closely involved with the children, and i-nh used that phrase of til1 
witnesses to support her desired effect and conclusion. 
8. Michelle failed to exert the time, attention, and effort tl -..:.*.' u \riv\ \ understanding of, and an 
impartial understanding of the facts. 
9. Michelle failed to uphold the directives of the Custody Evaluator as was stated in the Pre-trial conference as needed to 
happen prior to final determination of this case, and prior to Brittney, Brooklynn, and Brylee being taken away to 
California. 
10. Michelle failed to enforce the order of the court that both Brittney and her Father weie lo IK <n ongoing 
counseling or therapy to work out and resolve the issues between them. 
11. I object to the use of protected or privileged information from counseling to be incorporated into Michelle's or Dr. 
Davies report, when it was from the direction of Dr. Davies, and Brittney's counselor to begin with, and a beginning 
point to start what was ordered. 
Another issue that is evident of the gender biased attitude existing with the Guardian at Litem or their office directives is 
that last year when Joanne was voicing an interest in moving to California for her own desires, and the children were 
ordered to stay here in Salt Lake, there was such a fervor over the aspect of Joanne having at least monthly visits with the 
children here in Salt lake, and I was expected to assist her with payment of such frequent visits. Now Joanne wants to move 
again, and take the kids with her, the Guardian At Litem has made no representations that I would get or even should have 
monthly visits here with the kids. Michelle is complacent with Joanne's proposal of Joanne paying for and facilitating one 
visit per year for the kids to come to Salt Lake to visit me, and no financial assistance from Joanne for me to travel to 
California to visit the kids. This Gender inequality of concern or effort, is more than evident in all that Michelle has done, 
or represents to the court in ignoring the rights for the children that would help the situation and be fair for the kids or the 
kids Dad. Conversely, Michelle is more than tenacious in following through to get what the Mother wants even at the 
expense of the children or ignorance of, and disregard for, the Best Interests of the Children or findings of child 
Psychologists that are well aware of the adverse affects on children in removing them from their Father. 
This information and several of the following Motions also have grounds to be heard by the court in order for fairness 
Equity, and most importantly Justice, to transpire, and that the Best Interests and safety of the children to become the reality 
for the children, rather than mere lip service that is side stepped and overlooked entirely. 
There has been additional information brought to light since we were last in court that makes any concession on any aspect 
of the children not any where agreeable until many specific matters are modified. There was much information and facts 
suppressed from reaching the court or me (fraudulently, intentionally, or even accidentally) at the time we last met in court. 
Additionally, besides the children's desires, rights, and issues, and the several omissions and errors of Dr. Davies report, it 
has been brought to my attention that Dr. Davies was instructed by Brent Chipman as to what to say in his report to the 
court about me. Thus I feel the line of independence has been breached. Also, the report prepared by Dr. Davies was so 
very different from what the information he relayed to us in our Pre-Trial conference was, that it seemed that by following 
his directives ultimately was what Michelle who was not present found to be the major problem., Thus we are faced with a 
problem of do we do the best we can for what Dr. Davies advises, or do we do nothing? I am very confused about who is the 
one to follow in this so widely convoluted mess. Dr. Davies presented tow completely different reports from what he 
explained, felt, or expressed, or directed. Both Michelle and Mary were not present at the Pre-Trial Conference, and so 
only Brent Chipman's slant on such has been allowed to be presented to the court. Bob Steele was present at the Pre-Trial 
conference with Dr. Davies, as was Commissioner Casey. Both of those individual recollections and comments about such 
paint a lot different picture of what was to happen, and what would be presented to the court in Dr. Davies report. When 
Bob Steele was informed of the dramatic discrepancy he said he would try to help correctly inform those individuals that 
should know the direction or flavor of the intended report of Dr. Davies. Additionally, there begs another question, and that 
is what entity is telling the truth, and who is in charge? Brittney's counselor said she was told to do whatever Brittney 
wanted to do about counseling. I was told by Counsel that the counselors were not bound by the court order to involve me 
in the children's ongoing therapy, and Joanne tells the counselors that they are not to involve me in the counseling or 
therapy of the children, and the court said I was to be included. Is Brittney in charge??? Is Joanne running the court 
system???, or are the counselors immune to following court orders???, or can attorneys direct the evaluators and thus the 
Evaluators loose their independence and attorneys are now considered expert psychologists????. 
As was presented above, it has been revealed that the children report that they only told Dr. Davies what they were told to 
tell him, and not the truth, Now when the children attempt to correct their false statements, the Guardian at litem has 
refused to take any action or notice and allow the truth for the children to be presented. When this matter was presented to 
another officer of the Court in an effort as what to do about it, I was instructed to meet with Dr. Davies, and attempt to have 
the correct information evaluated and his report corrected, and failing that, a proper, and complete evaluation should be 
completed so the court has accurate information to be guided by, and to base an informed opinion on. I have contacted Dr. 
Davies to arrange such meeting, and he has agreed to meet with me and Mary after he returns to town after October 5th, if 
Mary would write a letter to him to organize such. Dr. Elizabeth Stewart has also agreed to "re-examine" the evaluation 
matters once Dr. Davies is completed with that. She has spoken with the children briefly on two separate occasions, and 
has also accepted payment for such services as she would render. However, she maintains a code of independence as not to 
communicate with anyone other than members of the Utah State Bar. Thus, I am not able to facilitate the completion of her 
services and report to the court at the present time, even though I appreciate her independence. 
Additionally, it has been revealed, that Michelle Blomquist who was not present at our pre Trial Conference has not acted 
in accordance with the direction of that conference. Bob Steele was at that conference and was aware of what was to 
transpire from that meeting, and subsequent findings of the evaluation, and subsequent report. Bob Steele was at, and also 
was well aware of the aspects of that Pre Trial Conference with Dr. Davies. When Bob Steele found out his directions or 
understandings had not been acted on by Michelle, he expressed dramatic disdain and disbelief for the way Michelle 
railroaded, and ignored his findings or understandings and was visibly appalled at the subsequent Findings or report of the 
Guardian at Litem to you. 
Something else that I want to express, but do so with reservation and my strong respect, is the fact that in some (most) 
cases, the Commissioners or ruling authority do not like to have their decisions or actions questioned, and when they are, 
the Commissioner has a long memory, and the past dealings with an individual, or personal opinions or others on the 
bench can possibly influence such actions, and can act dis-favorably against someone all the while Commissioner can still 
be found on the surface within the scope of the law, so the Judge would go along with a dis-favorable suggestion from the 
Commissioner when a neutral or more favorable one would also accommodate Justice or such. In this case, it is that very 
aspect that I think has also brought a bar of Justice from happening. The specific issue I address here is the fact that now 
Michelle Blomquist is a Commissioner, and for an attorney to question her actions (in this case when she was the Guardian 
at Litem as well as did not serve her clients wishes), would place an attorney and ultimately their client (me) in a very dis-
advantaged position in that if the counsel that questions the performance of a Guardian, at litem who is now the 
commissioner to rule over every case that counsel may have before her in the future, weakens the position of counsel (as 
well as me) to call in question the work of the Guardian at litem Michelle Blomquist, because Michelle as a Commissioner 
will now be ruling for or against that counsel in her courtroom on many other occasions on many other cases. The opposite 
is also true, if you support the Guardian's efforts who now becomes the Commissioner, your agreeable manner at the 
expense of Justice will also not be forgotten, and that counsel could receive dividends down the road for not calling into 
question the actions of the Guardian whom now is your commissioner that you are appearing before and appealing to. That 
has definitely been the case in our matter, because; First of all, my counsel would be flirting with Career Suicide if they 
show where the Guardian was derelict, biased, and negligent in her duties; and secondly, Mr. Chipman has stated that my 
ideas of fighting for more visitation time with the kids as was stated should happen was good, and would think that was 
right but turns around and his actions do not "rock the boat" so to speak of the Guardian. Thus injustice occurs on both 
fronts. 
The same mis-justice aspect of the Guardian is also supported by the fact that Michelle has caused mis-justice to occur in 
other cases she has been involved in, and the children as well as the Fathers have been harmed. One such case I mention is 
Logan Ebernal, and his parents. Because of Michelle's personal bias, and prejudice, causes Logan to endure a Mother that 
is a stripper in Las Vegas three days out of the week and drug user that shacks up with any 'boyfriend that will let her move 
in with him for a month or two, and who does afford the son to have any family involvement. This is contrasted to the 
Father who maintains a good paying steady job and has lots of Grandparents and extended family around for the son to 
enjoy, as well as many people who love and care for him. Even when the parties both agreed that the Father was the better 
choice for Logan, and agreed, Michelle would not sign the papers for the court to make that ruling. Michelle said she 
". ..just did not like the Dad despite the parties agreement", thus the Best interest of the child was stepped on by Michelle 
for her own personal prejudice. Additionally, though Michelle may be academically smart, she lacks the wisdom and 
experience that comes from dealing with a spouse or raising children, as well as her demonstrated feminism and bigotry. 
Michelle Blomquist represents in her report to the court that *'... the many witnesses have also concurred with her". 
However, she did not have many witnesses, or anyone that was informed as to the real specifics of the children or these 
matters. Her statement was just print to substantiate her own existence and job, rather than factual. Additionally, Mary 
attempted many times to facilitate a meeting for Michelle to meet with individuals that had valid information pertaining to 
the children, and their problems or needs. Michelle refused any such opportunity to learn or involve herself with the 
children. I know for a fact that Michelle was aware that Joanne had taken the girls to a baby tender for over 1 lA years after 
he had sexually abused and molested Brittney so he could do the same to the other two little girls. The baby tender admitted 
it, and much other stuff, and Brittney told Michelle, yet Michelle failed to do anything about it 
Michelle states in her report that' " because the kids are girls, that their Mother is a 'better fit foi them". However, if 
Michelle knew the facts, and took the time to bother herself to interview the kids, or other "witnesses" she would learn that 
Brook feels more comfortable with me, than she does with her Mother. Brook asked me rather than he Mom to go to girl 
Maturation night at school, and she asked me to take her for her own first and subsequent other bras. She discusses her 
puberty aspects with me, and asks a lot of searching questions. Because of her treatment by the baby tender, she is quit 
vocal about matters, and wonders why her Mother would not try to get him in trouble for what he did to her. Brooklynn has 
also asked me to take her to the doctor for many of her ailments or problems. She has feet problems that concern her, and 
asthma and skin problems that are also a great concern to her. She wants other things that she knows that her Mother has 
not and will not do for her. Joanne has refused me from doing any of this, even if I was the person paying for the treatment. 
Additionally, any Psychologist will report that girls need relationships with their Father in order to help them learn how to 
relate to men later in their life, and have a better chance of a successful marriage. Brylee has a constipation problem and 
has had the proper medication prescribed for her and that has worked effectively in the past. She wants to continue the 
medicine as needed, and that has been approved by the prescribing physician. However, Joanne tells her she is not to take 
that medication. Brooklynn reports she has a very sore thing in her left eye, and would like it taken care of. I would like to 
take her to the doctor, but have been told I can't, and have not been given an insurance card for either of the girls for which 
Joanne has the insurance. 
I have never been one to promote taking the Mother out of the lives of the children, like Joanne has done and continues to 
try to remove me from the lives of the children. I have always represented the need to have both parents regularly and 
jointly involved with the children's life and not just after they reach 18 years old and can move out from under one parent 
and back to the parent they want to associate with. 
Guardian at litem was aware of the violence that Brylee was exposed to by Joanne, when she saw and reported how 
me made me bleed from her hitting me, and yet the Guardian at Litem failed to do anything about it. However, 
Michelle refused to stop pursuing me fervently in court for over a year for something as trivial as the videos that Brittney 
was wanting from me. This disparity on the part of the Guardian at litem in the seeking of justice based on the gender of 
the accused party was more than evident in this and several other instances. 
Something that is quit ironic is that Mr. Chipman in his objections of the supplemental decree objected to not having the 
words "60 day notice" given me in the event that Joanne wishes to move to California as state Statute dictates, However, 
now she attempts to move to California without even giving me 60 days notice of which for me to plan to prepare to move to 
California or such that is needed in a case of the children being stripped away from their Father. Additionally, Joanne 
attempts to move the children away to California, without even a hearing on the matter as is also stated to occur in State 
Statute. Joanne wants to move to California, not because her Sister is there with her kids, like she represented to Dr. 
Davies, for Joanne's Sister and kids have moved to Arizona. Joanne is not moving to California for a better paying job, for 
she does not have a job there, and Dr. Davies reviewed a potential salary comparison to Utah cost of living and salary 
comparisons. It was Dr. Davies opinion that such a move would place the kids in further economic hardship based on the 
Oakland to San Jose cost of living comparison. It was Dr. Davies determination that $35,000.00 Salary in Utah would need 
to be about $62,000.00 in that area, of California in order to provide the same economic standard of living as the children 
presently enjoy. Joanne is not moving to California for better living conditions, because an equivalent house in the 
California area would be far beyond Joanne's earning capacity. The only other sibling that Joanne has in California is her 
Brother that has been in jail for 10 years for armed bank robbery, and several other episodes for drug dealing and using. 
The fact that Joanne was and is still trying to move to California merely an attempt to remove me from the lives of the 
children, rather than for good cause or best interests of the children. It is more Joanne is only moving in order to block my 
visitation with the children, and gain sympathy of the court for being out of work??? 
When Dr. Davies learns about all this and much more he tears me apart in his report even though one of the major factors 
of Custody Evaluations to be considered according to State Statute is the Moral character of the parent. Rather than seeing 
that something needs to change for the children to get what they need. Dr. Davies tears me apart for being straight forward 
and to the point. Does Dr. Davies, Michelle, or the court think that someone that: 
1. Threatens a 70 year old lady with a 8 inch butcher knife, or 
2. Attacks a grandmother through the window of a car, or 
3. Someone that abuses the system, and falsifies reports all in order to get what she wants, or 
4. Someone that allows her children to continue to be cared for by someone she is aware molested and abused her 
daughter while tending them, thus resulting in the other children being abused and molested, or 
5. Someone that refuses to allow her children the best possible medical attention available for their needs, 
6. Someone that frequently yells and swears at her children to the point of the children wanting to run away because they 
do not like their Mother swearing at them or all the yelling she does at them, or 
7. Someone that greets every angry situation with throwing something or profanity and the middle finger gesture, or 
8. Someone that is willing to attack an old lady for pair of shoes 
Really a morally upstanding citizen???? 
Commissioner Casey did not think that was proper behavior and thus admonished Joanne to take anger management classes 
to improve herself, and her children's environment or situation, Joanne has refused to do so. 
Michelle represented to the court that witnesses concurred with Joanne, yet I as well as everyone else ask what witnesses, 
unless only those hand picked by Joanne were even interviewed. Nowhere was it even represented that the Guardian at 
litem would even speak with or consider views of anyone other than themselves. Again, the fact exists that it would be 
occupational suicide for an Attorney to question the inaccurate or incomplete work of a now Commissioner, since they 
would have to appear before that Commissioner many more times in their career on other matters they hope for a favorable 
ruling from. Mary Corporon herself has stated verbally, and in written form, that she is aware that I have not been treated 
fairly, or received justice by the legal system that I have had to endure, yet she has not attempted to correct the mis-justice 
that she was aware of because of future retribution that she said would happen. 
When we last met in court, as was stated so emphatically by Mr. Chipman that if "...he did not get his money then there 
would not be an agreement", and thus it was further stated on the record by Annabelle Stone, that she does not agree to any 
agreement that would give Mr. Chipman money until the entire issue was settled, thus in essence the record shows there 
was no agreement by any of the parties when we were last in court. Additionally, I did not agree to any matter of custody or 
the children moving as being separate from the financial aspects of the settlement. Additionally, Mr. Chipman outright lied 
to the court when he said that Annabelle Stone had previously attempted to join the divorce case. Nothing is farther from 
the truth, for that Annabelle Stone has done everything separate from the divorce case. Mr. Chipman's false statement was 
his attempt to influence the court to inappropriately bring Annabelle Stone forward and without counsel, and try to get her 
to agree to something that she is not a party in the case with. I object to that borderline inappropriate conduct and Mr. 
Chipman's attempt to mis-lead the court as he has done so many times before and influence the court, and other pending 
cases for his own benefit of fees, and his clients benefit. I object to Mr. Chipman being awarded attorney fees that are not a 
part of this court case. Mr. Chipman has represented Joanne Stone in an untold number of other legal matters, all others of 
which he was not awarded, or entitled to be awarded attorney fees. Yet Mr. Chipman again mis-represented the facts to the 
court when he said he had incurred $80,000.00 in fees representing Joanne Stone thus leading the court to believe that the 
entire $80,000.00 was related only to this case. This case in the only case of the 5 or more representations of Joanne Stone 
that Mr. Chipman is able to receive an award of his attorney fees since none of the other known cases of his and Joanne's 
carried attorney fees paid by opponents clauses. In the world that the court requires such third party verification of facts, it 
is impossible to put any credence in the records that could be manipulated or generated by anyone to represent Mr. 
Chipman's unpaid billed hours, when Mr. Chipman himself or his associates have control of the manufacturing of evidence 
that he could present as support for his exorbitant fees. Also it is unjust that Joanne has had to pay so little for 
representation she has been able to obtain because of her manipulation of the church welfare program in her local church 
office. Around the time when Mr. Chipman's services were originally contracted, he was paid with L.D.S. Church funds 
that Joanne was able to coerce and manipulate to be paid for her benefit all the while such policy was and still is against 
church policy. Mr. Chipman's services were invoked as a church calling, lather than as an arms length standard attorney 
client billing relationship and was more of an ecclesiastical assignment, of which he can parlay into a tax write off or 
charitable donation for himself or his firm. The record stated that each party was to pay their own attorney fees, and thus it 
is inappropriate to join another party not in this case to pay the fees of another without a suretyship contract in force signed 
by the outside party. 
Mr. Chipman also failed to acknowledge io the couit lhal my legal and attorney fees just related lo our legal problems tlul 1 
have either paid or been billed and waiting to pay outside of his fees exceed $88,500.00. I can prove all of these fees 
through a third party as verified and valid, since it is not inc that has access to making up these bills or charges, and there 
are canceled checks for such payments. 
Mr. Chipman continues to mis-guide the court in his "bait & switch trademark" approach to an issue. While Mr. Chipman 
represented that one realtor would handle the sale of the real Estate properties, all the while plans were being made with 
another realtor that has personal connection to Joanne and or Mr. Chipman. This type of Bait & Switch tactic is illegal in 
consumer services, and should be viewed by the court as improper Mr. Chipman uses this same tactic when he uses one 
word to switch the meaning of the orders he prepares, and then uses the same word to imply or carry a different meaning 
that best suits him at the time of discrepancy. Mr. Chipman acted this same way when he establishes a front that looks like 
an agreement, only to squabble over it for two months until the agreement is nothing like originally stated. Mr. Chipman 
does the same type of tactic to influence others or mis- guide the court away from the real matters (2001, 2002 Flexible 
Spending matter) and focus it on what he wants things to be like, and gets the courts spotlight or examination of facts away 
from himself or his client, and justice is not served. This is true with visitation matters where he offers make up visitation, 
and then never grants it, or falsification of amounts due O.R.S. saying he will correct the amount after they leave court 
(May 2002 hearing), and then never does, or when he demands money for one thing ($750.00 payment toward child support 
issue), and after receiving it states that it was never for payment of that item anyway (June 2001 Alimony & Child support, 
and stolen rental proceeds and deposits 2004, and many other actions of his client and him). Such actions of his have 
caused us to have to return to court many times in this case through the years (promises visitation and then reneges on that 
visitation award or promise 2005, 2001, 2003, 2004, and 2002 matters) just to get his unethical conduct honored by the 
court because of his twisting of words or facts and distraction techniques. 
Another thing that Mr. Chipman mis-led the court in thinking, was that 1 was still a party to the other pending lawsuit 
involving only Annabelle and Joanne Stone that Mr. Chipman seeks his fees from. However Mr. Chipman was well aware 
of that fact last January or so when he asked the court in that case to dismiss my motion because I did not have standing in 
that case and had been dismissed from that. Thus, Mr, Chipman is attempting to bring someone else not involved in a 
specific case into it to pay his fees. What kind of mis-representation and unethical action is that, and should he be allowed 
to continue his such actions without any sanctions of the court????. Additionally, I am not qualified to speak about 
authoritatively on matters of that case, or without counsel in that case Ultimately, what Mr. Chipman has created is an 
unenforceable illegal fictitious agreement. Any such ruling in these current matters will unjustly affect and manipulate the 
other case under a false premise of Justice, Independence, and Impartial^ 
Historically, Mr. Chipman never settles anything unless it is a win for him or his client, as so many other attorneys have 
advised me of how he just drags it out on and on, and on. It is unclear at this point if Mr. Chipman has worked a back 
room type of deal with Joanne or his Realtor so that Mr. Chipman is purchasing one of the properties for his child to return 
home and live in the neighborhood shared by Joanne, Mr. Chipman, and the realtor. The realtor Mr. Chipman selected is 
not independent, or a uninvolved third party as he would like the court to believe. The realtor that Mr. Chipman most 
recently announced was being used to transact the property sale, is, or was a former neighbor and ward member, and the 
realtors former property is at the Property being sold, not to mention he was a former business associate or nemesis of mine 
in my former employment. 
Todd Stone Defendant 
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Respondent does duly swear and attests to the following statements, and motions the court accordingly. 
Respondent reserves the right to modify this filing as further information is made available. 
Petitioner is planning to move out of state October 1, 2005 and take the children and personal property not belonging to 
Petitioner with her. A hearing on the proposed move has not been held, and the determination of what specific property is 
allowed to be taken has not been determined. Utah State Statute states 60 day notice is to be given for any proposed move 
in excess of 150 miles from place of domicile. Petitioner has failed in giving the designated notice as mandated in State 
Statute for a move of the parties minor children. Therefore, Respondent motions the court, and requests a Restraining 
Order be issued thus preventing such move of the parties minor children from occurring, and said property from being 
packed, concealed, or shipped, or destroyed until such time as a proper hearing on these matters can be held. 
Respondent motions the court to hold a hearing on the parent time that has been denied the Respondent and Respondent 
motions the court to order reimbursement from Petitioner of both parent time lost (make up time at a rate of 2 days for each 
day Respondent has been denied to be taken at the time the minor children desire it) and income taken by O.R.S incorrectly 
because of Petitioners denial of Respondents Extended parent time for the minor children's summer vacation. 
With such potential for emotional trauma being inflicted upon the parties minor children with such possible actions as 
noted, physical and legal Custody of the parties minor children it is hereby requested be awarded to Respondent until such 
time as the matters can be properly adjudicated. 
The parties minor children Brooklynn and Brylee have expressed a strong desire to remain in the custody of the 
Respondent, and to maintain their permanent residence in Utah. At the present time the parties children are engaged in 
activities that they have waited years to fulfill, and a move would greatly curtail such activities. At the present time the 
young children have a strong desire to be engaged in sports and music, and have expressed their desire of such. Presently 
Petitioner has failed to accommodate the needs or wishes of the children even after Petitioner was advised of such and 
agreed to such. The children are wanting to discuss their feelings, desires, and wishes with the proper authorities in order 
to have such heard by the court. The Guardian at Litem has set the precedence in this case by representing and obtaining a 
ruling of the court that the minor children have been granted status in this case and are thus individual parties in this case 
allowed to seek their own desires, and what they need in this fragmented torn apart family trial. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to grant status to the minor children so that they can have their wishes known by the court, and to obtain 
what they seek for their personal enjoyment rights and happiness in a manner consistent with what the children previously 
enjoyed with the expenses of such activities for the parties two youngest children being initially paid for by Petitioner until 
such time that an equal amount previously paid for by the Respondent has been attained and then such expenses to be 
equally shared as agreed between the parties. 
The constitution oi the United States is not age specific. The Constitution affords everyone the right to proper, and 
competent, representation of their choice. The Constitution docs not mandate that each person must be forced to accept the 
appointed counsel offered them if they so desire for different representation. The Parties minor children have expressed 
their own desire to have representation of their choice represent them in the matters affecting them. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to dismiss the Guardian at Litem from it's forced and mandated representation so as to allow the parties 
minor children to obtain the representation of their choice that would stand for the minor children's interests and desires. 
Past actions of the court have also set the precedence and recognized that the minoi children aie entitled to their civil rights, 
and therefore, the Respondent motions the court to recognize and protect and uphold the civil rights of the minor children 
as well as allowing them their right to visit or associate in person with or by any other means, with either party as they 
wish. 
Past court rulings in this case have stated the children should not be taken out of counseling or away from the Wasatch 
Front until such time as it is shown that they children are no longer in need of counseling. Therefore the Respondent 
motions the court to restrain the children from being allowed to be taken from the Wasatch fron until such time as thy no 
longer need to be in counseling. 
The parties minor children have expressed a strong desire to obtain representation that will represent them. Therefore, the 
Respondent motions the court to restrain the minor children from being moved from Salt Lake County Utah, or from the 
schools they presently attend, until such time as the parties minor children own counsel can be secured and properly 
informed as to prepare a proper approach and representation for their desires and position. 
the parties minor children have expressed a strong desiie to not have their lives so tlijuiatieall) altered and interrupted as 
would be if they were moved. The parties two youngest minor children have expressed a fervent desire to live with the 
Respondent. Therefore in order to avoid further trauma placed upon the children; in the event that the Petitioner elects to 
sell or move their current residence, the Respondent motions the court assign the minor children to live in the residence of 
the party the minor children choose to live in. 
The parties two youngest minor children have strong ieeimgs against being taken to their cunenl daycare facility. State law 
requires that minor children attend school, but does not require that minor children attend daycare. Therefore, Respondent 
motions the court to so allow the parties minor children to receive the daycare thc> need from the person, or agency of their 
choice. 
The parties minor children have been prevented from receiving the medical attention that they need or desire. Therefore, 
Respondent motions the court to order that the two youngest minor children as has been the desire of all of the parties minor 
children that they receive the medical evaluations and care they desire and need, and such cost be provided for by the parties 
and not the children, and regular and consistent evaluations or care provided as needed. 
Respondents rights and personal opportunities to happiness and enjoyment of his family are greatly infringed and violated 
by the parties minor children being allowed to be moved away Therefore Respondent motions the court to not allow such a 
violation of his rights, and therefore require the parties minor children to not be moved away 
The parties minor children have strongly requested more parental time with the Respondent. Prior court Orders have also 
directed that there be liberal visitation for the children with the Respondent. Therefore, Respondent motions the court to lay 
specific determinations as to what the court deems as liberal visitation, and state the parent time enjoyed by the children 
with the respondent be the same amount of parent time afforded the Petitioner \\ ith the minor children. 
Respondent has experience a medical setback, and has been deemed to have to remain off work for an extended period of 
time without pay. Later Respondent will be unable to return to his previous line of work. Respondent will be undergoing 
vocational rehabilitation training in order to obtain employment that is tolerable with his medical condition. In 
conjunction, with the increased parent time the Respondent should be awarded, and the decrease in wages the Respondent 
has and will experience, the Respondent motions the court to discontinue any such child Support payment be required to he 
paid to the Petitioner 
Petitioner has voluntarily terminated her employment and thus is voluntarily under employed. For over 17 years while 
employed at her prior employer Petitioner was offered the educational assistance benefit to improve her skills, and obtain 
further educational or vocational degrees or credentials. With such benefit available to Petitioner for such a long period of 
time, Petitioner has failed to take much advantage of that benefit. Thus Petitioner now finds herself possibly ill prepared by 
her own choice for employment elsewhere. Thus Petitioner should not voluntarily terminated her employment so as to 
represent that a move out of state was the only option for her to gain employment. For this reason, and the decreased 
earning capacity of the Respondent, Respondent motions the court to discontinue any requirement of any Alimony paid by 
the Respondent to the Petitioner. 
Since there exists such a vast difference in the income Tax filing status of the Respondent and the Petitioner from Single to 
Head of House, Respondent motions the court to so accommodate each party with the needed custody of at least one of the 
parties children to thus both qualify for Head of House Status since the court is a court of equity, and parent time should be 
virtually equal. 
Since Petitioner has currently a large sum of funds available to her from her former employer, Respondent motions the court 
to award Alimony payments of $100.00 per month to the Respondent for the period until such time that the Respondent 
makes equivalent wages to those of the Petitioners former employment that Petitioner voluntarily resigned from. 
Since Petitioner has elected to not use free daycare services made available to her for the past 5 years, for the minor 
children; and in support of prior court Orders in this case where Petitioner was ordered to pay out of her own pocket any 
daycare expenses for the minor children; in the event that there is a charge for daycare services of the parties minor 
children, Respondent motions the court to order such daycare expensed be paid directly by Petitioner without any 
reimbursement from Respondent. 
Because Petitioner has not provided any plans for paying the mortgage held in Respondent's name on the parties marital 
home, in the event of Petitioners planed abandonment of said property, Respondent motions the court to order the Petitioner 
be removed from said property title and Respondent may enjoy quiet title ownership rights to do with said property as 
desired or able, and any such income derived from such plans be awarded totally to Respondent. 
Because Petitioner has been so opposed to any type of settlement in the other cases against Petitioner, and has caused much 
delay in the other related parties from obtaining reimbursement of the funds they expended, Respondent motions the court 
to stay any temporary or permanent award of custody to the Petitioner of ANY of the parties minor children until such other 
long standing issues are settled and resolved, and all parties are paid the sums owed them. 
Because of the great amount that is sought against Petitioner in the other related cases against the Petitioner exceeds any 
amount of equity that Petitioner may realize from the sale of any of the parties properties, and because the Petitioner is 
attempting to flee the state, and possibly create more problems in settling the other cases involving the Petitioner, and thus 
make it more difficult to settle, and possibly delay the proceedings further, Respondent motions the court to freeze all 
Petitioner's assets held by any financial institution until such time as all inheritance taxes, and all loans or payments paid in 
behalf of Petitioner or all parties attorney fees, or all other amounts due from the Petitioner in all related cases are paid in 
full and settled. 
Because of Petitioner's demonstrated and admitted multiple violent threats against defenseless older ladies, and children 
along with her hostile actions and temper, and because the parties minor children wish their Mother would not swear at 
them or yell at them so much, Respondent motions the court to compel Petitioner to complete a series of anger management 
classes at Petitioners own expense. 
Because the conversations of Respondent with counsel cause concern that counsel's actions may cause further delay of these 
matters, Respondent motions the court to compel his prior counsel to continue representing hi until such time as all matters 
presently needing to be heard and settled are completed or additional counsel is able to be obtained. 
Because the parties two youngest minor children desire to complete both the soccer season and Safety Patrol at their school, 
Respondent motions the court to allow them to stay enrolled in their current school for its entirety of required schooling. 
Because of the poor reception and ill treated extended to the Respondent by the children's counselor, and lack of equal 
involvement in ongoing therapy, Respondent motions the court to compel the counselors to so act with equality of 
involvement of both parties, or allow Respondent to select another counselor for the children that will treat each parent with 
the respect and fairness needed to bring about the best therapy situation for the children, and will facilitate healing of the 
emotional wounds all parties feel. 
Because of the many errors in the Custody Evaluation report, and because so many of the involved individuals were not 
present at the Pre-trial conference, and there was not an equalized treatment by the Evaluator in the last interview held with 
the children, Respondent motions the court to allow other professionals to involve their expertise and examine the issues 
and provide a complete report to the court. 
Because of the use of privileged or protected information by Michelle, and Dr. Davies that was from the only counseling 
opportunity afforded Respondent with the parties eldest Daughter and such was not allowed to be presented to them 
correctly or with explanation or was treated as privileged, Respondent motions the court to require an equal basis of both 
parties in a child interview with the children, and the omission of using such privileged information by either the Evaluator 
or guardian at litem. 
Since Petitioner has refused Respondent from viewing the marital property, or the property of his Father's, or the 
Respondents own personal property that Petitioner has retained as her own, packed or discarded, or concealed, Respondent 
motions the court for a writ of assistance thus allowing inspection of the property and premises, and designation and 
retrieval of all property that is equaly and rightfully to be given to Respondent. 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
appeared before me on the day of 
, with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document in my 
presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true to 
his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public / Deputy Clerk Signature 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to uphold duty to hear all 
the facts, and correct errors 
& Affidavit 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
In Court of appeals case # 950266CA and many other cases, "The policy behind requiring an appellant to 
first raise an issue in the trial court is one of judicial economy and orderly procedure. 
Clegg v. Lee, 30 Utah 2d 242,516 P.2d 348, 353 (Utah 1973) (stating orderly procedure requires that a 
party must present his entire case and his theory or theories to the trial court, and he cannot therefore 
urge different theory" 
The underlying considerations of this policy involve allowing the trial court the opportunity to consider, 
and perhaps correct an error claimed by the appellant. See Utah county v. Brown 672 P.2d 83 85 (Utah). 
This is particularly true in the circumstances where factual determinations are central to the claimed error. 
See James, 746 P.2d at 801. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper relief, for the Court to 
allow all the facts and evidence to be properly heard for the duty to be free of errors, bias, and for the 
Best interests of the children. If such requires a new trial, than Respondent motions the court for such. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se co-counsel 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to allow minor children 
Proper Representation & Affidavit 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
The minor children have requested counsel of their choice to assist them and represent them. 
The court has previously allowed one child involved in this matter to have outside counsel assist them in 
getting their desires heard, and presented to the court when the court set the precedence in accepting the 
Affidavit and request of Brittney Stone in suit against the Respondent, as supported by the notary seal of 
outside counsel. 
The Guardian and the court failed to allow the other children equal standing or right to outside counsel to 
assist and represent the children for their desires and Best Interests 
The children had retained counsel they selected to represent their interests and desires 
The Guardian denied the children their right to outside representation to the court. 
State Constitution, and State Statute does not preclude, or prevent the children from retaining or having 
outside counsel represent them in these or other proceedings related involving the children 
The children notified the court appointed counsel of their interest to have new counsel for their interests 
and desires. The Guardian failed to recognize the children's independent needs desires, interests, or 
expressed desire for counsel of their choice, and separate counsel from the same counsel representing the 
conflicting children or parties. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court for the needed and proper outside counsel of the 
children's choice, and that they have retained, be allowed to represent the children, and the children not 
be denied their rights or their rights allowed to be violated. 
Dated Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake 
day of 
) appeared before me on the 
, with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and afiBrmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of _ 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
I certify that on 
Paul J. Morken 
Brent Chipman 
Certificate of Delivery 
I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
78-3a-912. Appointment of attorney guardian ad litem — Duties and responsibilities — 
Training — Trained staff and court-appointed special advocate volunteers — Costs — Immunity — 
Annual report. 
(1) (a) The court: 
(i) may appoint an attorney guardian ad litem to represent the best interest of a minor involved in any 
case before the court; and 
(ii) shall consider the best interest of a minor, consistent with the provisions of Sectionf62A-4a-201, 
in determining whether to appoint a guardian ad litem. 
(b) In all cases where an attorney guardian ad litem is appointed, the court shall make a finding that 
establishes the necessity of the appointment. 
(2) An attorney guardian ad litem shall representee best interest of each minoj^ho may become the 
subject of a petition alleging abuse, neglect, or dependency, from the earlier of the day that: 
(a) the minor is removed from the minor's home by the division; or 
(b) the petition is filed. 
(3) The Office of the Guardian Ad Litem Director, through an attorney guardian ad litem, shall: 
(a) represent the best interest of the minor in all proceedings; 
(b) prior to representing any minor before the court, be trained in: 
(i) applicable statutory, regulatory, and case law; and 
(ii) accordance with the United States Department of Justice National Court Appointed Special 
Advocate Association guidelines; 
(c) conduct or supervise an independent investigation in order to obtain first-hand, a clear 
understanding of the situation and needs of the minor; 
(d) (i) personally meet with the minor; 
(ii) personally interview the minor if the minor is old enough to communicate; 
^^ (iii) determine the minor's goals and concerns regarding placement; and 
(iv) personally assess or supervise an assessment of the appropriateness and safety of the minor's 
environment in each placement; 
(e) file written motions, responses, or objections at all stages of a proceeding when necessary to 
protect the best interest of a minor; 
(f) personally or through a trained volunteer, paralegal, or other trained staff, attend all administrative 
and foster care citizen review board hearings pertaining to the minor's case; 
(g) participate in all appeals unless excused by order of the court; 
(h) be familiar with local experts who can provide consultation and testimony regarding the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of efforts made by the Division of Child and Family Services to: 
(i) maintain a minor in the minor's home; or 
- ^ (ii) reunify a minor with the minor's parent; 
(i) to the extent possible, and unless it would be detrimental to the minor, personally or through a 
trained volunteer, paralegal, or other trained staff, keep the minor advised of: 
— (i) the status of the minor's case; 
— (ii) all court and administrative proceedings; 
•— (iii) discussions with and proposals made by other parties; 
(iv) court action; and 
- (v) the psychiatric, medical, or other treatment or diagnostic services that are to be provided to the 
minor; 
(j) review proposed orders for, and as requested by the court; 
(k) prepare proposed orders with clear and specific directions regarding services, treatment, 
evaluation, assessment, and protection of the minor and the minor's family; and 
(1) personally or through a trained volunteer, paralegal, or other trained staff, monitor implementation 
of a minor's child and family plan and any dispositional orders to: 
(i) determine whether services ordered by the court: 
—•^  (A) are actually provided; and 
5^ (B) are provided in a timely manner; and 
*•* (ii) attempt to assess whether services ordered by the court are accomplishing the intended goal of the 
services. 
(4) (a) Consistent with this Subsection (4), an attorney guardian ad litem may use trained volunteers, 
in accordance with Title 67, Chapter 20, Volunteer Government Workers Act, trained paralegals, and 
other trained staff to assist in investigation and preparation of information regarding the cases of 
individual minors before the court. 
(b) The attorney guardian ad litem described in Subsection (4)(a) may not delegate the attorney's 
responsibilities described in Subsection (3). 
(c) All volunteers, paralegals, and staff utilized pursuant to this section shall be trained in and follow, 
at a minimum, the guidelines established by the Ujnted^Stat^sJDepartQient of Justice CourtAppointed 
Special Advocate Association. 
(d) The court may use volunteers trained in accordance with the requirements of Subsection (4)(c) to 
assist in investigation and preparation of information regarding the cases of individual minors within the 
jurisdiction. 
(e) When possible and appropriate, the court may use a volunteer who is a peer of the minor 
appearing before the court, in order to provide assistance to that minor, under the supervision of an 
attorney guardian ad litem or the attorney's trained volunteer, paralegal, or other trained staff. 
(5) The attorney guardian ad litem shall continue torepresent the best interest of the minor until 
released from that duty by the court. 
(6) (a) Consistent with Subsection (6)(b), the juvenile court is responsible for: 
(i) all costs resulting from the appointment of an attorney guardian ad litem; and 
(ii) the costs of volunteer, paralegal, and other staff appointment and training. 
(b) The court shall use funds appropriated by the Legislature for the guardian ad litem program to 
cover the costs described in Subsection (6)(a). 
(c) (i) When the court appoints an attorney guardian ad litem under this section, the court may assess 
all or part of the attorney's fees, court costs, and paralegal, staff, and volunteer expenses against the 
minor's parents, parent, or legal guardian in a proportion that the court determines to be just and 
appropriate. 
(ii) The court may not assess those fees or costs against: 
(A) a legal guardian, when that guardian is the state; o r _ _ — _ _ ^ ^ 
(B) consistent with Subsection (6)(d), a parent who is lound to be impecunious?) 
(d) For purposes of Subsection (6)(c)(ii)(B), if a person claims to be impecunious, the court shall: 
(i) require that person to submit an affidavit of impecuniosity as provided in Section 
78-7-36; and 
(ii) follow the procedures and make the determinations as provided in Section 78-7-37. 
(7) An attorney guardian ad litem appointed under this section, when serving in the scope of the 
attorney guardian ad litem's duties as guardian ad litem is considered an employee of the state for 
purposes of indemnification under Title 63, Chapter 30d, Governmental Immunity Act of Utah. 
(8) (a) An attorney guardian ad litem shall represent the best interest of a minor. 
(b) If the minor's wishes differ from the attorney's determination of the minor's best interest, the 
attorney guardian ad litem shall communicate the minor's wishes to the court in addition to presenting 
the attorney's determination of the minor's best interest. ~ " "" 
(c) A difference between the minor's wishes and the attorney's determination of best interest may not 
be considered a conflict of interest for the attorney. 
(d) The courtjnaY>appoint one attorney guardian ad litem to represent the best interests of more than 
one minor child of a marriage. 
(9) An attorney guardian ad litem shall be provided access to all Division of Child and Family 
7 7 ? 
Services records regarding the minor at issue and the minor's family. 
(10) An attorney guardian ad litem shall maintain current and accurate records regarding: 
(a) the number of times the attorney has had contact with each minor; and 
(b) the actions the attorney has taken in representation of the minor's best interest. 
(11) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (1 l)(b), all records of an attorney guardian ad litem are 
confidential and may not be released or made public upon subpoena, search warrant, discovery 
proceedings, or otherwise. This subsection supersedes Title 63, Chapter 2, Government Records Access 
and Management Act. 
(b) Consistent with Subsection (1 l)(d), all records of an attorney guardian ad litem: 
(i) are subject to legislative subpoena, under Title 36, Chapter 14, Legislative Subpoena Powers; and 
(ii) shall be released to the Legislature. 
(c) (i) Except as provided in Subsection (1 l)(c)(ii), records released in accordance with Subsection 
(1 l)(b) shall be maintained as confidential by the Legislature. 
(ii) Notwithstanding Subsection (1 l)(c)(i), the Office of the Legislative Auditor General may include 
summary data and nonidentifying information in its audits and reports to the Legislature. 
(d) (i) Subsection (1 l)(b) constitutes an exception to Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 1.6, as 
provided by Rule 1.6(b)(4), because of: 
(A) the unique role of an attorney guardian ad litem described in Subsection (8); and 
(B) the state's role and responsibility: 
(I) to provide a guardian ad litem program; and 
(II) as parens patriae, to protect minors. 
(ii) A claim of attorney-client privilege does not bar access to the records of an attorney guardian ad 
litem by the Legislature, through legislative subpoena. 
(e) The Office of the Guardian Ad Litem shall present an annual report to the Child Welfare 
Legislative Oversight Panel detailing: 
(i) the development, policy, and management of the statewide guardian ad litem program; 
(ii) the training and evaluation of attorney guardians ad litem and volunteers; and 
(iii) the number of children served by the Office of the Guardian Ad Litem. 
Amended by Chapter 102, 2005 General Session 
Amended by Chapter 304, 2005 General Session 
Amended by Chapter 286, 2005 General Session 
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ADDENDUM "8" 
FRANCES M. PALACIOS—2502 
Attorney for Brylee and Brooklyn Stone 
244 West 300 North, Suite 102 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 
Telephone: (801) 534-1402 
Facsimile: (801) 534-1422 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
JOANNE L. STONE, 
vs. 
TODD L. STONE, 
Petitioner, 
Respondent. 
NOTICE OF APPEARANCE AS 
COUNSEL OF RECORD 
Civil No. 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone E. Medley 
Commissioner: T. Patrick Casey 
FRANCES M. PALACIOS, hereby gives notice of appearance as counsel of record for 
Brylee and Brooklynn Stone, in the above-entitled action. 
DATED this 2fh day of August, 2004. 
,>^^J$U 
FRANCES M. PALACIOS 
Attorney for Brylee and Brooklyn Stone 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this # * day of August, 2004,1 deposited in the United 
States Mail, postage prepaid, a true and correct copy, of the foregoing NOTICE OF 
APPEARANCE AS COUNSEL OF RECORD to the following: 
Brent R. Chipman 
Fabian & Clendenin 
215 South State Street, 12th Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Fax: 531-1716 
Delano S. Findlay 
Findlaw, LLC 
6713 South 1300 East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121 
Fax: 942-3712 
Robert L. Steel 
Guardian ad Litem 
450 South State Street, 2nd Floor 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Fax: 578-3965 
JL I \A>1IKsV^iJ JLWJL* JL %rt>tsw\sv\s^ 
A T T O R N E Y A T L A W 
March 3, 2005 
RE: Brylee and Brooklyn Stone 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
I am an attorney practicing in the State of Utah for the past 24 years 
in the area of criminal law, domestic law and juvenile law. I met with two 
potential clients, Brylee and Brooklyn Stone, brought in by their father, Todd 
Stone. I spoke alone with these two potential clients to ask them what they 
wanted from me. I explained that I would tiy to help these girls out and 
appeared once in court. The court would not allow me to appear on their 
behalf. The girls are aware of this. These girls have now asked that I "let the 
judge know" of this conversation and the feelings they have expressed to me. 
The girls were feeling that input regarding where they lived from them 
was being ignored by the system. The elder girl told me that she did not want to 
move from the state of Utah to California as her mother was proposing. The 
younger girl told me the same. They both said they love both of their parents 
very much but they did not want to live in California. The older girl expressed 
244 W E S T 300 N O R T H S U I T E 102 • S A L T L A K E C I T Y , U T A H 84103 • 801.534.1402 • F A X : 801.534.1422 
i [urines ivi. ruiUCWS 
A T T O R N E Y A T L A W 
their attachment to her paternal grandmother as well and both expressed fear 
of losing this relationship. 
The girls are very bright and the elder is particularly outspoken. Both 
expressed great emotion when talking of leaving the state of Utah. 
Sincerely, 
iiM'vTyyt 
Frances M. Palacios 
Attorney at Law 
Notary Public J 
JQELS.WOLFLEY | 
357 South 200 Eart, Suite 10T g 
San LaJ<e City, Utah 84111 1 
My Conirateston Expires • 
FotKuary2,2007 | 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me t h i s ^ l day of March 2005 g ^ 
OTARY PUBLIC, Residingln Salt Lake County 
My Commission Expires: 
244 W E S T 300 N O R T H SUITE 102 • SALT LAKE CITY, U T A H 84103 • 801.534.1402 • FAX: 801.534.1422 
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EAST MILL CREEK NINTH WARD 
Salt Lake East Millcreek Stake 
September 28, 2005 
Re: Brooke and Briley Stone 
To whom it may concern: 
For several years, I have been serving as the Bishop of the East Millcreek Ninth Ward. 
Todd Stone is a member of my ward. His daughters, Brooke and Briley Stone, regularly 
attend our ward when they are staying with their father. They are wonderful girls and I have 
enjoyed my association with them. 
In the past month, they have asked to speak with me several times. I have visited with 
them out of the presence of their father. They told me that their mother is planning to move to 
California and they would prefer to stay here in Utah. They indicated that they like their school 
and have friends here and do not wish to relocate to California. 
I have explained to them that at their age, they may not have a choice in the matter. I 
have tried to console them and to encourage them to have a positive outlook regardless of 
where they live. I have also asked themi if they talked about this matter with their mother. They 
indicated that they have told their mother they do not want to move to California but they feel 
she is not really listening to them. In fact, the last time they came to see me, they were very 
frustrated and strongly expressed their concerns that no one will listen to them or cares about 
where they want to live. They specifically asked me if I would write a letter on their behalf so 
that someone will listen to them and take into consideration their desires to stay in Utah. This 
letter is written ^ response to that request. I know that they are frustrated overthis matterand 
I would encourage those involved to listen to these fine young girls and at least consider their 
desires. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to call me. 
RICHARD K. GLAUSER 
Garden bin \JICA± u.v^iL *.' ill 
154 A/est 600 South 
Salt Lake City Utah 8 * 1 0 1 
(801) 521-2930/800-521-9997 
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Date: Tue, 24 Feb 2004 15:45:38 -0700 
From: "Robert Steele" <roberts@email.utcourts.gov> ggjView Contact Details fl Add Mobile Alert 
To : toddstone2004@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: brylee only 
brylee, the only way to change what is happening with your parents is 
for them to agree or for a judge to order them to change something that 
they are doing. i am working on both things with the attorneys but 
they are a long way from trial or agreeing. keep in touch. i hope that 
youa re doing well. bob 
> » Todd Stone <toddstone2004@yahoo.com> 02/18/04 05:21PM > » 
dare bob i wish that my dad and gandma could 
pick us up from dacer becaues the kids there 
say bad 
and i am 
whoundered 
sending me 
libary and 
ok ok 
words 
scered 
if you 
notes 
i all 
bryleeisabelstone 
&nbsp; 
and i dont 
to let mom 
whodent tell 
becaues i go to the 
try to rite you back 
like it one bit 
know so i 
her. and are you 
eastmill crec center 
try to rite me back 
love 
Do you Yahoo!? 
Date: Wed, 18 Feb 2004 16:41:07 -0700 
From: "Robert Steele" <roberts@email.utcourts.gov> Q View Contact Details 9 Add Mobile Alert 
To: toddstone2004@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: Brook only 
brook, write to me whenever you want but there's no need to write if 
you don't need to. i am glad things are ok for now. take care. bob 
> » Todd Stone <toddstone2004@yahoo.com> 02/11/04 04:36PM > » 
Dear Bob, 
i want you to know that my dad does not read anything 
you send me. and he does not read anythig i send you. i am 
sure you already know that but my dad told me to tell you 
anyway.i have not had any trobble with anything lately.i have 
had alot of fun writing you but now i have to go buy. 
Brook 
Robert Steele <roberts@email.utcourts.gov> wrote:brook, thanks for 
asking your fathe*FTo""seT*ThT^ keep all of this strictly 
confidential between you and I, including the fact that you and I are even 
emailing each other, have a great day. bob 
> » Todd Stone 02/04/04 05:44PM > » 
Dear Bob, 
Hi I'm writing you as a practice so I know how to use my E-mail i have 
to go now so good bye 
Brook 
Do you Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! SiteBuilder - Free web site building tool. Try it! 
Date: Wed, 18 Feb 2004 16:42:57 -0700 
From: "Robert Steele" <roberts@email.utcourts.gov> Q View Contact Details fl Add Mobile Alert 
To : toddstone2004@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: brylee only 
brylee, i hope you had a great valentines day. i did. i hope by the 
end of this that you will feel safe telling your parents that you love 
them both, nobody will see this. take care bob 
> » Todd Stone <toddstone2 004@yahoo.com> 02/11/04 05:02PM > » 
dear bob thank you for leting us have more time with uor 
dad or was it mom. i love both mom and dad but i am 
scered to let them know that i love both. and i am sad 
that my dad is ling that is if my dad is ling and I 
dont like this davoers and dont show this to eneybody 
this note and if you rite me bake rite only for 
brylee and happy valentes love 
brylee isabel stone 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Notice of Guardian ad Litem error 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent makes notice of the error in proceedings or action. 
On or around January 2004, the Guardian ad litem brought motion against the Respondent for the minor 
child Brittney Stone. 
The court scheduled a hearing on the motion. 
Because of the actions of the Guardian ad litem failure to appear, and the Respondent not appearing 
before the court, because the Guardian advised him such was not needed, because a hearing on this 
matter was not needed, the court struck the motion of the minor child. 
When a new Guardian ad litem took the place of the former Guardian ad litem, there failed to be correct 
practice to disregard the minor child's motion, and thus the new Guardian in an attempt to further attack 
the Respondent, represented to the court that the minor child's motion was still valid and active before 
the court, when in fact it had been struck down about a year previously. 
Additionally, the Custody Evaluator was also misled to believe that the issue was still active in the court, 
and valid, when in fact it was not, and had been struck. 
The Respondent has been threatened and intimidated by the Guardian ad litem with and by continued 
prosecution and misrepresentation of the active issue, and by action on the issue that the court had struck 
down. 
The Respondent has also been unjustly prejudiced against by the court, and inappropriately intimidated by 
such action representing the motion and issue were still alive and threatening to the Respondent. 
Such facts were also misrepresented to the children's counselors as well, without the Respondent even 
able to correct the misconception because the Petitioner prevented the Respondent from any involvement 
with the counselors. 
The Guardian again represented to the court on August 3, 2005 that the minor child's action was still 
properly before the court needing resolution, but out of the kindness of their heart, the Guardian would 
drop the issue. Such misrepresentation by the Guardian was baseless, and unethical inference to the 
court, thus further influencing the court to view the Respondent in a negative light. 
Since the court gave standing to the minor child on this matter, the court should allow the other children 
standing on their issues, and allow such to be represented properly to the court. The Guardian ad litem 
fails to be directed by the same practice, and has denied the other minor children standing in this action 
because their position is contrary to the personal agenda of the Guardian ad litem. 
The Guardian also failed to serve their two younger clients in the original action against the Respondent, 
because the warring parties against each other, the two minor children were not allowed proepr 
representation for their interests, in that the Guardian in their action against the Respondent was causing 
the other two minor children to loose their toys or items they wanted to have when they were in the 
Respondent's care. Thus in the Guardians zealous, prejudicial, and bias attack of the Respondent to 
further the personal agenda of the Guardian ad litem, the rights to proper representation and due process 
for the other minor children were also violated. Additionally, the Petitioner was never required to be held 
accountable for her actions in the first place thai started the minor child's action against the Respondent. 
Rather than being responsible and just, the Petitioner supported, and promoted the minor child's action 
against the Respondent, thus demonstrating hostility to the court and actions of contempt, and 
demonstrated apathy or insensibility to the best interests of ALL the children, and also failed to protect 
the property of the minor child, in that the Petitioner gave the minor child's property away to the 
Respondent to have when the Respondent was moving his personal property from the marital residence. 
Again, the Guardian ad litem in their attack of the Respondent demonstrated preference to the Petitioner 
without good cause. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to give standing to the other minor children to have 
their issues and desires heard by the court, and the children to have the representation the children desire 
to represent them and their interests. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to strike and disassociate itself with any 
representation or negative perception against the Respondent because of the misrepresented information 
the court was influenced by or given, and remove any such papers or comments inferring such 
misrepresentation or unresolved matter from the file, or the entire motion and related papers or comments 
if the court fails to give minor children standing in their parent's divorce action, and also direct the 
Custody Evaluator to not be so negatively influenced against the Respondent. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite # 1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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item # 43486 
"brook bryiee stone" <brookbrylee@hotmail.com> LJview Contact Details 8 Add Mobile 
From: 
Alert 
To: toddstone2004@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: its us 
Date: Sun, 16 Oct 2005 18:38:27 -0700 
brook bryiee | stone I brookbrylee@holl http.//us.f505.mai 
> Dear Dad, this is Bryiee how are you ? How is Grandma's leg ? I • YOU !!! 
I wish I could see you and grandma and the pet's. I bet Budy sure would like to see me 
and Brook.lf you'r woundering about brandy she's okay, we got brandy a new dog house .It's 
black on the bottom and white on the top and in sidethere's a really soft cooshen. Thenwe got 
brandy a fie coller.Oh how is you r leg ? write me back BYE 
LOVE V BRYLEE *4* 
love you 
hi dad hows it going? i miss you grandma buddy and midnight, the primary up here is Really 
nice! i cant wait to see how school is. i miss you guys very much, and when i have my break in 
school i will come down and see you guys, i havent forgotten about you. and i havent forgotten 
that you guys love me. one plus one equals two and i will always love you! luv b r o o k ^ 
From: Todd Stone <toddstone2004@yahoo.com> 
To: brook bryiee stone <brookbrylee@hotmail. com> 
Subject: Re: its us 
Date: Sun, 16 Oct 200511:54:14 -0700 (PDT) 
>I got your note, thanks for thinking about me. Buddy 
>and Grandma, and Midnight say hi to both of you. 
> 
>— brook bryiee stone <brookbrylee@hotmail.com> 
> wrote: 
> 
> 
>hey dad, 
> we are here in California and we traveled safe, we 
>have tried to call but no one answered, we miss you! 
>we will keep trying to call, say hi to everyone for 
>us. we love you! write back love brook and bryiee 
1 /3 /J ^J 
Best Westenr 
Garden Inn 
154 West 600 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
(801) 521-2930/800-521-9997 
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Third District 
450 South State Street, Second Floor 
P.O. Box 140403 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0403 
(801) 578-3962 FAX (801) 578-3965 
Guardian ad Litem Attorneys 
Suchada P. Bazzelle, Attorney 
Michelle R. Blomquist, Attorney 
Kristin L. Fadel, Attorney 
Anthony W. Ferdon, Attorney 
Annette T. Jan, Attorney 
Mollie McDonald, Attorney 
James R. Michie, Jr., Attorney 
Tracy S. Mills, Attorney 
Martha Pierce, Attorney 
Robert L. Steele, Attorney 
Katina Temme, L.C.S.W. 
Olivia Phelps, Chief Investigator 
Christine Ellingson, CASA Coordinator 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: Todd L. Stone 
Respondent, Pro Se 
FROM* Robert L. Steele, Guardian ad Litem Attorney 
DATE: June 26, 2003 
CASE: Joanne L. Stone v. Todd L. Stone 
Civil No. 014903655 DA 
The Third Judicial District Court has ordered that a Guardian ad Litem be assigned to the above referenced case. 
As the Guardian ad Litem I will not be functioning as a custody evaluator, social worker or therapist. My role is 
only to represent the child/children as a Guardian ad Litem attorney. Due to time constraints, I will not be able to 
I will ask that the CUSTODIAL PARENT/ ™~ 
I **•%—-
Jnterview parents, grandparents or other family members. 
GUARDIAN bring the child/children into my office for an interview. I will also obtain and review any 
CPS/DCFS records and review pleadings and reports. To the extent possible, I will consult with the children's 
therapists and other professionals involved in the case. 
If you are a parent/guardian: 
(a) Please complete and mail back the following paperwork to our office within ten (10) 
working days: 
D Guardian ad Litem Information Form 
^^Authorization, Waiver and Release form (This form must be notarized and the original sent 
back to our office) 
• The Guajxlian ad Litem Information Form and Authorization, Waiver and Release Form have 
been-completed. 
(b) Please prepare and mail back the following statement to our office within ten (10) working days: 
1&*A one-page signed and dated statement of your views concerning the alleged abuse or neglect. 
r*./l k If you are counsel for a parent/guardian* 
(a) Please assist your client in complying with the foregoing-requests and directives. 
(b) Please direct your client to communicate with this office only through you. 
(c) Please make sure that you place me on your mailing matrix. 
(d) Please send copies of all pertinent pleadings, along with a brief legal history of the case 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Notice of children's correspondence 
v. & Motion for remedy and Affidavit 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent makes notice of the error in proceedings or action. 
The minor children have attempted to communicate their intimidation to not tell the truth, the children's 
lack of proper representation, and expressed desire for new counsel, and their fears, concerns, and 
desires. 
The correspondence and such communication was provided to the Guardian ad litem, counselors, and to 
the court via the children's own written and e-mailed communication, as well as from others the children 
requested to write on their behalf. 
The Guardian ad litem has prevented the court from having all of the applicable information submitted. 
The children feel that the Guardian ad litem and the court ignored the children's submitted 
communications. 
The children desire to speak directly to the court, but have been prevented from such because of no fault 
of their own. 
All of the children have not been properly informed of their rights, rather the children were told they had 
to endure what was told them or inflicted upon them by others. 
The children's rights have been violated. 
The children have been subjected to fear, intimidation, threats of death, emotional trauma, and retribution 
for failing to agree or failing to concur with the Petitioner. 
The children have not been allowed the opportunity to report the truth. 
The children have sought ecclesiastical support and strength to stand up to what they wanted and to be 
strong enough to stand up against their Mother and the influences of the other child involved in this 
matter. 
c^^ r •-) 
The minor children have experienced conflicting matters between and among the children, and yet were 
not allowed separate counsel in the face of conflicting clients of the one Guardian for all of the children. 
The court has failed to hold an evidentiary hearing on the Best Interests of the children. Thus the 
children feel their best interests have been ignored by the court. 
The children informed their counselors of the children's interest in having more time with their Father, 
and yet such information has not been allowed to be presented to the court. 
The children's counsel has previously filed a notice of representation of the children, yet the court has 
apparently misplaced, or lost the notice of appearance of counsel. 
The court has failed to give the children's retained counsel proper notice of the court matters concerning 
the children, thus invalidating the prior representation to the court by appointed and court inflicted 
counsel, and hearings held concerning the children, and the children's issues and interests. 
The court failed to recognize the children's right to outside counsel or co-counsel even if the court 
appointed counsel was not allowed to be excused of their representation of the children. 
The children attempted to correct the untruthful statements they were coerced or threatened to say. 
However, the Petitioner falsely represented to the Custody Evaluator, and had caused the Custody 
Evaluator to discontinue his further evolvement with the children. 
The children should not be charged to suffer injustice because of the misrepresentations and actions of the 
Petitioner, and the threats or control and manipulation and influence, the Petitioner exerts upon the 
children. 
State courts have historically held that testimony of persons unrightfully induced, coerced, or threatened, 
or intimidated to be allowed to be corrected, or removed from consideration. Thus, the children's recent 
untruths reported, must not be considered by the Custody Evaluator unless proper correction of such is 
allowed to occur. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to consider the children's request for new counsel, 
and allow the minor children to have the counsel representation of their choice, and therapists or 
counselors of their choice, and that the children feel comfortable will represent the children's desires and 
interests that may differ from child to child. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to read, and consider all of the children's 
communications, or submitted by others that the children had requested to represent their feelings and 
interests to the court. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to require the children be returned to the residence or 
location that the children desire to reside in, once the children are informed of their own rights, rather 
than the plight inflicted upon them by others involved, or that the children were not properly informed of 
their options or rights. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to allow the children to be properly informed of all of 
their rights and options they are able to exercise. Such information to include directions that the children 
are free to express and choose items or desires different than the Petitioner, or other children, or 
Guardian ad litem. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to rule that the children are entitled to obtain outside 
counsel of their choice to represent them in this matter, even in the absence of dismissal of the Guardian 
ad litem, and that outside counsel for the children will be afforded the same consideration, and 
information as is granted the Guardian ad litem, if the court refuses to dismiss the Guardian ad litem from 
representing the children. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to rule that conflicting parties of the Guardian ad 
litem are entitled to separate counsel. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to hold an evidentiary hearing on the Best Interests 
of the children, and other issues affecting the children and their therapy or counseling. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to dismiss any previously held hearing concerning the 
children that their retained and selected counsel was not provided proper notice, from the court, and thus 
such counsel was not allowed to appear for, and represent the children, or uphold the children's rights. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to immediately order a Cease and Desist Order 
baring the conflicting child and Petitioner from intimidating and threatening or inflicting their own desires 
or will upon the younger minor children. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order the Custody Evaluator to re-interview the 
children and correct the submitted findings in a manner consistent with equal consideration of both 
parents and historical practice, and free from Petitioner's or the other child(ren) influence and 
intimidation, and that such right and information and freedom to speak the truth is properly conveyed to 
the children. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to order that all of the children are allowed to involve 
the Respondent in their counseling and therapy, despite the Petitioners influence to disallow such 
involvement, so issues needing resolution or proper presentment might be properly dealt with in a manner 
most beneficial to long term relationships and strong bonding between Respondent and each child. 
Dated Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on , I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
24 
the day-to-day care and control of the child while the 
child is residing with that parent. 
(7) When mutual decision-making is designated 
but cannot be achieved, the parties shall make a good 
faith effort to resolve the issue through the dispute 
resolution process. 
(8) The plan shall include a residential 
schedule which designates in which parentfs home each 
minor child shall reside on given days of the year, 
including provisions for holidays, birthdays of family 
members, vacations, and other special occasions. 
(9) If a parent fails to comply with a 
provision of the parenting plan or a child support 
order, the other parent's obligations under the 
parenting plan or the child support order are not 
affected. Failure to comply with a provision of the 
parenting plan or a child support order may result in 
a finding of contempt of court. 
Amended by Chapter 288, 2003 General Session 
30-3-11.2. Appointment of counsel for child. 
If, in any action before any court of this 
state involving the custody or support of a child, it 
shall appear in the best interests of the child to 
have a separate exposition of the issues and personal 
representation for the child, the court may appoint 
counsel to represent the child throughout the action, 
and the attorney's fee for such representation may be 
taxed as a cost of the action. 
Enacted by Chapter 72, 1969 General Session 
30-3-12. Courts to exercise family counseling 
powers. 
Each district court of the respective judicial 
districts, while sitting in matters of divorce, 
annulment, separate maintenance, child custody, 
alimony and support in connection therewith, child 
custody in habeas corpus proceedings, and adoptions, 
shall exercise the family counseling powers conferred 
by this act. 
^ A M E * , 
i x ^ ^ r 8 
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE 
Si JUST 
4 
1 j 
*v& 
^ 4 e « 
/ $ * " • 
'0^*^ 
* 
'&Nr 4 67 
3: seild £ yyqfe4 +c 
iVt, 
2 wM ^1 dcAd bur 
Wnnt-^o fro [fc ;A 
Miy C
^f r-le^ 
DeacQa 
Let-biz^ ft am pike 
-for 
US Ui 
JJL4PTI MJb MAJU 
ljriM^ud,^M^^J<^^ 
^fOJrmy 
$ ruJlsAj 
^ 
( > 
^ 
cx 
>^ 
0 
\ j 
r 
-f-
.Q 
~"i 
#m mmt$0wf$86K*~ 
•%< 
-t- X 
T 
H 
-^
7
 (t5 
o < 
0 
<*> 
H 
- < 
o 
£ 
X 
u 
D 
O 
Q 
0 ^ 
ex-
^ 
o 
c 
j^J S \^\^^^^>^J^j 
bpj& 
lOQpCfo 
tM 
-•• r^^^^^fe^ • % * - — * -
ihcofcufi *L: 
-fe \ f ami 
M-CM clvd you +ee,\ 4-bep ? 
'j3hff*tr~A-
September 28,2004 
To Whom It May Concern: 
It is important to a child's well being to develop talents during their youth. Music lessons 
have always been considered a great discipline. I began teaching Brooke and Brylee 
Stone piano lessons this past summer. From the beginning both girls showed considerable 
enthusiasim, but expressed concern over finding the necessary time to practice. 
Each morning before school, Brooke and Brylee are taken to the East Millcreek 
Recreation Center where they return after school until they are picked up by their mother 
around 6:00 P.M. While they are at the center the girls are unable to practice their music 
lessons or do their homework. In the evening after they return home, eat dinner, and do 
homework, there is little, if any, time to practice the piano. 
The girFs grandmother, Annabelle Stone, is an accomlished pianist. If Brooke and Brylee 
were able to go to their grandmother's home after school each day, the problem of 
inconsistent practicing could be solved. The girls would have enough time to finish their 
homework and practice the piano, and they would benefit from Annabell's love and 
nurturing. 
Annabelle is eager for her granddaughters to engage in piano lessons and is willing to sit 
with each girl during practice. Any music teacher will tell you how extremely beneficial 
this is to the success of mastering a musical instrument. Parental support is vital and the 
girl's mother doesn't seem very willing to offer her support. 
It would be a shame for Brooke and Brylee to miss the opportunity of develping their 
talents and learning the piano. 
Sincerelv, 
Joy Clarkson 
mtMPSONLANE ENTERTAINMENT CENTS* 
4680 South HolUday Boulevard, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 
Phone (801) 278-7045 
To Whom It May Concern: 
I am writing this letter at the n ^ 
Stone. The girls had been involved with our performing arts studio since February of 2001. Each 
girl was in a performing group and the two older girls were also takii^ dance lessons (baltet, tap, 
and jazz).Th^ grandmother, Annabelfe Stone, a c c ^ responsibility of paying the monthly 
tuition and for the costumes the girls were to wear in the several performances scheduled through 
out June. 
We finished the rehearsals for our shows at the end of May, and thereafter, we never saw the 
Stone girls again. They missed all of their performances, including die studio concert, and never 
got to perform in their shows. I feel bad they woe not aWe to participate in these performances 
after rehearsing for such a long time. They hardly missed any practices and I had 
would miss any performances. This was a little hard on the group since there was partnering involved 
and making formations. The missing girls certainly had an effect on the group, but I was more 
concerned about the girls and their unfortunate situation. 
The girls are all very intelligent, diligent, hard working, and talented. I would hope that they would be 
able to continue their dance studies in a place where both their parents might feel comfortable. 
Sincerely, 
Rosatyn Korany 
Co-Owner of Thompson Lane Entertainment Center 
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hompson Lane Entertainment Center 
4680 South Holladay Blvd. 
Salt Lake City, UT 84117 
Invoice 
Date 
4/1/2001 
Invoice # 
85 1 
P.O. No. Terms Project 
Item Qty Description Rate Amount 
Young America 
ance 
Kid Company 
Fri. Dance 
Entertainers 
Family Discount 
Family Discount 
Brittany 
Brittany 
Brooklyn 
Brooklyn 
Brylee 
Brooklyn 
Brylee 
55.00 
35.00 
45.00 
20.00 
36.00 
-3.00 
-3.00 
55.00 
35.00 
45.00 
20.00 
36.00 
-3.00 
-3.00 
T ^ A - l 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motiorislfop separate counsel, 
for Child Welfare, & for the 
Preservation of the Minor's right to 
proper representation & Affidavit & 
potion to produce documents 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
Please see attached Notice of Appearance of Counsel, and Affidavit of counsel. 
It is respectfully acknowledged by the Respondent, that such communication and use of vocabulary 
though true is possibly not the best choice of words for the court to view the Respondent unbiased and in 
an impartial light. However, where else but in court should the truth be said, and accepted, and the facts 
presented? If Respondent appears to lack humility, it is only because of the passion a Father has for his 
children, and the pleading of the children asking for the court to listen to them and help them, and the 
heart ache the Respondent experienced by the children being unrightfully ripped away from him, and the 
frustration felt by having so many things in this long ordeal not properly dealt with, or favoritism's 
extended only because of the Gender of one party, or the lack of financial responsibility enforced or 
inflicted upon a party, and the resultant loss of what matters most to the children, and that is they have 
lost their Father. 
As Respondent's prior counsel stated, "she can't cause a personality transplant to occur, such that the 
people will accept the truth and deal with it fairly to correct all the wrong that has happened in this case". 
This is Respondent's attempt to bring some of the currently troubling, and ongoing issues to light. 
Additionally, the children discussed in this divorce matter, are OUR CHILDREN, they are not the 
Respondent's children solely any more than they are Petitioner's children solely. The children are not 
property to be owned by one party or the other, nor are they the property of any of the counsels to 
advance their own careers or dislikes against either party. Respondent has strived tirelessly only to be a 
Father to the children, and to involve BOTH parents equally in their rearing, and development, and love. 
Respondent does not wish to give up on his children, not does the Respondent want to walk away from 
the opportunity and responsibility to be involved in their life and guide them to be better individuals 
throughout their life. 
Because of the urgent need to resolve so many unresolved matters, and that Respondent's counsel, 
Respondent himself, along with the Court's expressed uncertainty of Respondent's representation, along 
with the potential that a long delay in hearing these issues that could further prejudice inappropriately this 
case, and respective outcome, and without trying to dishonor the previous court's warning or 
\Q^iZ>'V> 
admonition, the Respondent attests to the following, and Respondent submits this motion and affidavit in 
support of the party's minor children to be allowed to exercise their right to proper representation as such 
that will represent their interests, as well as the Best Interests of the children. Additionally, the party's 
minor children express a strong desire, as well as exhibiting a need to have frequent and Meaningful 
parent time with the Respondent. The Petitioner has failed to allow that to happen, and in accordance 
with State Statute should be found in contempt, and the minor children should be immediately returned to 
their former residence in the State of Utah. The minor children's current Guardian ad Litem has been 
inattentive to the needs of the children, or to the prior court hearings and Orders (where previous 
Guardians had represented), and has acted such to disregard State Statute that the children are in dire 
need for frequent, regular, often, meaningful, time with BOTH PARENTS. The court had also heard 
such, and so ruled that such should happen. 
The minor children are entitled to proper representation in this and any other matter involving them in any 
court proceeding. 
The Trial Court has appointed the same counsel to represent all three (3) of the minor children involved. 
Such counsel has proven to be ineffective, and ignorant of the issues involving all of the children, and 
disrespectful of the children's rights, or interests. It has been proven, and previously stated on the record, 
that the three minor children are in conflict with each other. Namely Brittney, opposes anything that the 
other two children want, and has engages in much conflict, threats, violence, intimidation, with them, and 
abuse of them. Brittney does not speak for the other two minor children, yet the children's counsel has 
only acted upon the wishes of Brittney, and has disregarded the wishes, or interests of the other minor 
children. 
The current Guardian ad litem has been informed the children's lives have been threatened, that the 
children's family pet has been threatened to be killed, if the two younger children did not do or say what 
Brittney the oldest child wanted said or done, also that the Respondent's life was threatened by Brittney 
as well. All this and much more was made known to the Guardian, and yet she refused to allow any 
involvement with the children's counselor and the Respondent. Not to mention, that the children's 
counselor(s) have enjoyed unfettered relationship, and association with the Petitioner for the entire four 
years of these proceedings. Here the Guardian inflicts her amateur opinion as science and acts both as the 
children's counselor, therapist, and legal counsel. What's next?, is the Guardian ad Litem going to serve 
as the children's spiritual advisor and doctor as well all with her lone law credentials? Neither has the 
Guardian ad Litem felt it was harmful for Brittney a then 11-13 year old to either drive cars on the road 
with other children present, or have a 19 year old boyfriend, or to steal without recourse. Lately, it was 
evident that the Guardian though aware of the sexual abuse leveled against ALL THREE of the children 
by the hands of the person the Petitioner selected to care for the children, was anything wrong, and has 
failed to act on it at all. This was magnified again just recently, when Brittney the oldest Daughter 
admitted that she was molested by this same person, and yet she and the Petitioner failed to do anything 
about it because of getting the Petitioner's friend in trouble. Consequently, the two younger children 
were molested by this same person, and the Guardian does not feel that subjecting the two younger 
children to such sexual abuse for so long, is wrong of Brittney (her client) or the Petitioner who the 
Guardian favors for not creating any waves in this case, and whom plays the "Victim" role in all of this. 
Nowhere in this whole ordeal, has the Guardian acted such, or represented such that her client Brittney 
needs to be accountable for her own actions, or be bound to uphold the law, or treat any of the other 
parties involved with the least amount of civility or respect. Thus, such free spirit, and liberalism, the 
Guardian is also assuming the role of parent, and is demonstrating favoritism to one of her three children, 
and ignoring the others. 
Respondent is fearful for the children's safety at the hands of the Guardian, or with Brittney so loudly 
controlling the Guardian and the effects of this litigation, and intimidating the ones that need the most 
from the parents and the court. 
Previously it was presented to the Guardian ad Litem, as well as in a recent Juvenile Court proceeding, 
the facts of such combative and inappropriate conduct of children against their siblings was made known 
to the Guardian ad Litem. It is not proper for such combative clients to be represented by the same State 
appointed counsel. 
Additionally, amid the threats of violence upon the two younger minor children by Brittney, and admitted 
sexual abuse of Brittney, and the other minor children, the Guardian ad Litem has failed to even inquire of 
the children, or communicate properly with them. Instead, the Guardian has only represented one child's 
(the aggressor's) side of any court presentation intimating that such is the position of all the children. 
Such inaccurate position is not the position of the younger children Brooklynn and Brylee. 
Additionally, the Guardian has failed to provide such "Proof that she claims she has/ had in a recent 
court appearance, that such "imagined" proof was the pivotal point for a ruling so unfavorable for the 
two younger minor children. Such actions violate rules of evidence statutes and thus should not be 
allowed. 
So many times the cry is heard from the Guardians ad Litem in general that they are all so "overworked, 
and have such strenuous case loads, that they can not give their clients the personal attention that is 
needed". Respondent ventures to say that is so very true, unless the Guardian ad Litem sees where some 
small effort can help sway his or her case in her own favor, irrespective of the children's need, or sound 
psychological research. Therefore, the Respondent asks the court to grant the relief that the Guardian so 
desperately needs, and lighten their caseload by 3 so that the children can obtain the counsel and 
representation appropriate to their interests, and desires. 
For these MANY reasons, and many others, where the Orders of the Court, or the rights of the minor 
children have been violated by the Guardian ad Litem, is just and proper to have different counsel 
represent the minor children Brooklynn and Brylee, and Brittney. 
Additionally, Respondent motions the Court to require all information from or regarding all of the 
children, that they have personally written to be communicated to the court be immediately made 
available for determination of the minor children's true feelings or desires. ALL of the children should 
not be ignored, just because it promotes the cause of the Petitioner, or self justifies the job of the 
Guardian ad litem. If it is then there shown that the children truly represent different issues and needs, a 
different representative for them can be obtained. Additionally, if all of the children are representing 
different issues, desires, needs, and such to different parents, and the Guardian, then this matter can 
quickly be resolved. However, if it is the action of the Guardian ad Litem, that represents on false 
information falsely, or incorrectly presented to the court as though it was indicative of ALL of the 
children, and hence it is only representative of ONE of the children, then it is the duty of the court, and a 
right of the parents to have that information available to them. Thus, the Guardian can not falsely 
represent to the court what really is not the Best Interests of the children, not the Respondent, and the 
pursuit of legal counsel to continue this matter to an equitable finish. 
I know the two minor children have a strong desire to live with the Respondent, and they have written 
many letters to have the Court be made aware of their desire, and needs, and fears. The Respondent 
would be amiss as a Father if he did not strive with all his energy of soul and might to get that which was 
best and most desired for his children. Additionally, Custody should not be given as a award to the 
parent solely to punish the other parent. Neither should custody be taken away from one parent just 
because of the parents desire to be treated fairly by the courts. The court has the statutes that allow Joint 
Custody, yet with inappropriate dealings, one parent is now lacking close geographical proximity to the 
other parent, thus influencing that Joint Custody will not be granted. The court, and Guardian are 
treading on the smallest of the children with their inflated egos of never doing anything wrong, or that 
they could never make a mistake. Such poor treatment should not be allowed to be inflicted upon the 
children, or the Respondent except for the one sided attitudes that exist. 
At the present time, all three of the minor children are being poorly represented at best by the same 
counsel. At the present time, the children are outside of the State of Utah and are also thus away from 
the opportunity to freely communicate, visit, or such with counsel so as to insure their rights and interests 
are protected. 
At the present time, the children are being represented by their fourth (4th) State appointed Guardian at 
Litem. Namely Robert Steele, Michelle Blomquist, Mandy Rose, all preceded the current Guardian at 
Litem Sharon Kishner. All of which to a major degree have failed the children as a whole or individually. 
In previous court hearings, it was ruled (and documented by recording as opposed to ill prepared Orders) 
that Respondent was to be allowed equal involvement with the children's counseling, and ongoing family 
therapy or family counseling was to continue between the Respondent, and the minor children and 
respective therapists. To date, after over four years, only one (1) therapy session has been allowed to 
transpire involving the Respondent, and any of the minor children. This is a disgrace that any counsel 
would allow such turmoil between family members to continue for so long, even in light of the 
recommendation of the Custody Evaluator in the Pre- Trial Conference held October 8, 2004. In such 
presentation from the Custody Evaluator it was presented, and noted by the court, that ongoing family 
therapy should continue with Respondent and his estranged Daughter Brittney. 
The Guardian has failed drastically to uphold this admonition of the Custody Evaluator, who previously 
was viewed by the Guardian as the expert in child psychological matters. Recently, however, the 
Guardian held herself out to be the authority on what was best for the children. The Guardian is thus 
representing something different than a Board Certified professional, or Bar certified Judiciary both 
acknowledged and recommended and subsequently ordered. The question of who is writing and breaking 
the law, or the Orders of the Court has to be asked. If such action is contrary to Statute, Contrary to the 
recommendations of professionals in the field, and contrary to the best interests of the children, why then 
is such deplorable action allowed by the uncertified, unprofessional, Guardian ad Litem, to offer such life 
changing directives even without a proper hearing of the facts, or evidence. Such malfeasance of office is 
itself grounds for dismissal from representing the minor children. 
Additionally, admission of outside counsel to represent the needs, wishes, interests, or desires of the 
minor children is also not new to this case. The guardian themselves set the precedence of having outside 
counsel aid or represent to this court in this matter, a minor child's wishes or desires, or interests. This 
outside counsel involving themselves in the affairs of the minor children was deemed appropriate if it 
forwarded the personal desires Petitioner or of the Guardian against the Respondent, but has not been 
allowed to the contrary, when the guardian's actions have been found to be negligent or lacking proper 
representation for the other minor children against the personal wishes of the petitioner, or personal 
attack of the Guardian against the Respondent. 
Such unequal double standard of justice should not be allowed to violate the rights of proper 
representation of the children as they need or desire. The Right To Proper Representation should be 
afforded the other children Brylee and Brooklynn that wish for outside counsel to represent them. These 
children have complained to the Guardian about the lack of representation that they have been given. 
The children have also requested that they be allowed to get an attorney that would represent their own 
desires, interests, and act on what is best for them as laid out by many other professionals in the field, and 
supported by State Statute, rather than the self pronounced "professional" Guardian that currently 
represents them. 
Such an attempt was initiated earlier, when counsel Frances Palaciaos was retained by the children, and 
attempted to intervene for Brooklynn and Brylee's benefit and represent to the court their interests and 
desires. The guardian, and the court violated the children's right to proper representation in denying the 
children their desired counsel. 
The Guardian ad Litem has already acted as Judge, Jury, and Executioner in this case, what else is the 
Guardian going to do, or be. 
A person's desire to have the truth presented to the court, and correctly dealt irrespective of improper 
delay tactics is not a grounds to punish the children, deny them their rights, for the actions of another 
party, nor is it grounds for denying any party their rights to fair and impartial treatment by either the 
court, counsel, or the Guardian ad Litem. 
Respondent Motions the court to dismiss current Guardian ad Litem counsel for other more appropriate 
outside counsel to represent the minor children's desires or interests as they feel is fit and proper, and 
who will serve them, and not the personal selfish desires of some other party, or justify their own 
existence. 
Respondent motions the court to so Order such that would allow Prior Counsel that the minor children 
Brooklynn and Brylee have previously requested to represent them, and who has also filed a notice of 
counsel to represent them (or other counsel that they desire to retain upon proper interview of them). In 
the current state of disarray that the children are forced to endure, the children are not assured proper 
representation or confidentiality, or freedom from intimidation by their older Sister Brittney as is 
currently, and has historically been inflicted upon them in the past. 
The Minor children are not found to be indigent, and have a personal ability to retain, and provide for the 
expense of their desired counsel, and therefore are not placed as a burden upon the precious resources of 
the great State of Utah. Anything different or contrary to such would not be in the Best Interests of the 
Children. The children have expressed a desire to spend their funds accordingly to bring them their own 
happiness, and peace. They have been forbidden by the Petitioner to so spend their resources on what 
they wanted in the past, and such prohibition of the Petitioner, or Court would also serve to violate the 
children's rights or freedoms afforded them. 
The minor children Brooklynn and Brylee are afraid of their Sister Brittney, and are fearful of their 
situation. Having been taken from the State of Utah, they are no longer afforded the safety of the Utah 
Department of Child and Family Services, or Child Protective Services. Additionally, the children report 
their E-mail and Phone privileges are seriously restricted or forbidden. State of Utah agencies refuse to 
investigate the children's poor treatment or intimidation or fear they faced prior to being taken from the 
State, because the agency reports they "do not investigate any matter for children living outside of the 
State of Utah". California CPS (Child Protective Services) also are not bound to investigate the poor 
treatment of children for activities that have occurred outside of the State of California. The minor 
children Brylee, and Brooklynn are in jeopardy, and fear, and trauma. 
It is highly observable that the Court in it's present state, along with the pending question of the 
Respondent's representation, is very nonchalant to the needs of the children, or their Best Interests, or 
the requirement for all parties to abide with State Statutes or prior Court Orders, so it is highly 
conceivable that the court will reject any motion presented by Respondent merely on the grounds of 
improper presentation of counsel, or because of the personal bias held against the Respondent by the 
court or the current Guardian. Such action remains a travesty of what is Best for the children, and a 
failure of the court system to protect the children and provide for them. 
Respondent motions the court to intervene, since the Petitioner has failed to provide proper notice at any 
time prior to or since moving out of State, a notice and schedule of visitation and expenses paid for such 
visitation for the minor children, and the Respondent. To date, almost one full month after the children 
were taken from their schools, and also taken from the State, the Petitioner has failed to enroll the minor 
children Brooklynn or Brylee into their appropriate school, thus the children are being restrained from 
receiving the proper education. Additionally, the said children have missed over lA of a year of school in 
the district they have been taken to, since that school started mid June 2005. This problem would have 
been alleviated if Proper and complete notice, and proper advance planning or hearing of the facts had 
been provided, or allowed or afforded by the Petitioner. Additionally, Respondent has not been formally 
notified of the children's address, school, daycare, or visitation allowed if visiting the children at their out 
of State location. As per previous Court Orders, the Respondent and Petitioner were to select the 
appropriate counselor(s) for the children's needs, and also the counselors were to decide, not the 
Petitioner, when the children's counseling was completed. Until such time, the Court has also ordered 
that the Counselors were not to be changed. None of this has happened as well, and should have been 
allowed to transpire, if proper notice of the anticipated move out of State was properly heard, and given 
appropriate consideration from professionals involved with psychological, and emotional stability and 
development of children, rather than just taking the representations of someone so hostile in this matter. 
Since nothing was ordered by the court in the move away notice hearing, then the parties are left with the 
State Statute governing Move Away (relocation) parameters, and these such are unenforceable, invalid, 
and inapplicable due to the lack of proper adjudication of the facts, and the realities of letting things go 
without proper and complete notice. This is Plain Error on the part of the court, and extremely evident 
because of the disdain the Court holds for the Respondent. Consequently, because of the gross error and 
problems attributable to the incomplete adjudication of the parties previous Hearing(s) the children 
should be immediately returned to the State of Utah, and re-enrolled in their appropriate schools, and 
continued family counseling as directed is available through State Statute to include an equal relationship, 
and involvement of the minor children and Respondent should thus be Ordered to cure the defects of the 
Court rulings, and Court Error. 
An incorrect inference or representation by counsel, or the Guardian in hopes to influence a case to their 
advantage or desire is unethical performance, and should be properly corrected and without denying the 
children or the Respondent of their rights. 
The Respondent Motions the court for a Writ of Assistance to 
1. Facilitate the minor children's return to the state of Utah so as to not influence this matter any 
further while waiting for the proper hearings and facts to be known to the court, and 
2. To facilitate the children's counseling, and to 
3. Compel the said counselors to abide by the Best Interests of the Children parameters and to 
equally involve the Respondent in and with the children's counseling. 
The Petitioner has denied the proper visitation time allowed by Statute. Namely Respondent's month 
long period of extended vacation time summer of 2005, and the 24th of July 2005. Respondent was 
denied said visitation time because Petitioners counsel refused to reply to Respondent's request for over 
three weeks, thus causing such delay to cause sufficient time pass that one month was not available until 
such time the minor children's school started. Additionally, Respondent was denied the proper statute 
directed July 24th period, because Petitioners counsel stated for the record "... [Respondent] he can't have 
his visitation since he reported [Petitioner's] violation of the visitation Statute". 
The minor children's PREVIOUS Guardian ad litem who was involved for the majority of the Guardian's 
involvement, and was well aware of the facts of this case, and was also most opposed to both the taking 
of the children out of State, and was opposed to enrolling the children a quarter or halfway through the 
subsequent school year, that he required that the Respondent allow monthly visits for the children, and 
that Respondent contribute considerably for the Petitioner's expense to travel back to Utah so the 
children could have Frequent, Meaningful associations with BOTH parents, even in the event that one 
parent elected to move away. He thought it was almost criminal to cause a child to miss out on so much 
of an education or school's education, curriculum, and instruction. However, the current Guardian ad 
Litem, in her lack of proper consideration of the facts, or outright indifference to the Best Interests of the 
Children, and lack of professional training, thus presented to the court without any evidence or fact that 
the children should be taken into such neglectful conditions. Additionally, the hearing that was held for 
such travesty to occur was held with false directive of the court, because the ONLY hearing that was held 
on this matter, was about the "Proper Notice", never was it allowed to be heard the facts or the evidence 
as to the move was in the Best Interests of the children. However, after such threat of the court "only to 
present on the 'proper Notice', the court then allowed the Guardian to expound and exhort her 
recognized unprofessional opinion as the only grounds to allow the children to be moved away from the 
comforts they enjoyed, the family that cared about them, and away from any school attendance, or proper 
living conditions or privacy, or safety. Again, such wrongful actions of the Guardian ad Litem, warrant 
dismissal of their representation of the children, and allowing the minor children to have their rightful and 
desired representation. 
It is further seen as improper to hold the welfare of the children, and the rights of the children and the 
rights of the Respondent "hostage" for a more pleasing forum or presentation from counsel. Therefore, 
an expeditious determination of these matters is hereby requested by Respondent, and the minor children. 
See attached copy of Exhibits and Order requiring the children to be retained here in Utah as noted 
above. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Having presented good cause, the Respondent asks the court for the following relief: 
1. Compel Guardian to produce the documents or letters the Guardian inferred were proof that ALL of 
the parties' minor children wish not to live in Utah, or are "fearful" of Respondent like she falsely 
represented in an October 6, 2005 hearing thus influencing the court against Respondent 
2. Dismiss the Office of Guardian ad Litem from representing the parties Minor children, because of the 
one sided treatment and lack of service rendered the minor children, and the children's expressed 
desire to obtain representation of their choice. 
3. Allow the minor children to select their own representation as they desire whom will represent their 
interests and serve them best, and who they would pay for themselves, thus eliminating the financial 
burden upon the State of Utah. Allowing the children their own selected representation, they could 
then be able to obtain representation in the location that they want, and would meet their needs and 
help promote their personal safety. 
4. Find the Petitioner in contempt for interference with the current standing Order of the Court allowing 
Respondent weekly parent time, and alternating weekends time with the minor children. 
5. Find the Petitioner should be found in contempt for failure to abide with the State Relocation Statute 
that dictates that the parent that fails to conform to the directed notice as outlined in Statute SHALL 
be found in contempt. 
6. Find that the Petitioner refuses to be bound by Statutes or Orders of the Court, and has failed to 
provide Respondent with a workable or enforceable Parent time schedule of times to provide the 
children and Respondent with at least weekly visits that could be Frequent, Meaningful, Regular, and 
needed visitation as was represented previously as needing to happen, as is the Order of the current 
valid Order of the court that is currently in effect. 
7. Find that Respondent, and the minor children are entitled to additional parent time together because 
of the outright habitual refusal by Petitioner to allow statute mandated parent time with Respondent. 
8. Find that the court should issue a Writ of Assistance to facilitate Respondent to retrieve the minor 
children and return them to Utah, until such time that all the issues related to the minor children can 
be properly settled, and the children's safety and school attendance can be assured, and properly 
investigated by Utah authorities, and the children might enjoy the full scope of the Best Interests of 
the children directives of State Statute. 
9. Until such time that the minor children are returned to Utah as is the current Order of the Court, find 
that all applicable related travel expenses for weekly visits and alternating weekend visits is to be paid 
for by Petitioner, since state Statute allows that no visitation should be withheld for failure to pay 
child support, and since there is such an uncertainty as to the existence and failure to pay the related 
travel expenses of the minor children since the Petitioner is the relocating party. 
10. Find and specifically rule what is meant and defined by State Statute of FREQUENT and 
MEANINGFUL visits, such that specifics can be enforced, and applied, and properly planned on by 
Respondent. 
Todd Stone 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah -- Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motions for separate counsel, 
for Child Welfare, & for the 
Preservation of the Minor's right to 
proper representation & Affidavit & 
Motion to produce documents 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Tyrone Medley 
De#fU Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on ©eteber /O , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Third District Court's applicable Clerk as well as other involved parties: 
Mary Corporon 405 South Main Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
-+* . 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
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30-3-5. Disposition of property -- Maintenance and health care of parties and 
children — Division of debts - Court to have continuing jurisdiction - Custody and 
parent-time - Determination of alimony - Nonmeritorious petition for modification. 
(1) When a decree of divorce is rendered, the court may include in it equitable orders 
relating to the children, property, debts or obligations, and parties. The court shall include the 
following in every decree of divorce: 
(a) an order assigning responsibility for the payment of reasonable and necessary medical 
and dental expenses of the dependent children; 
(b) if coverage is or becomes available at a reasonable cost, an order requiring the 
purchase and maintenance of appropriate health, hospital, and dental care insurance for the 
dependent children; 
(c) pursuant to Section 15-4-6.5: 
(i) an order specifying which party is responsible for the payment of joint debts, 
obligations, or liabilities of the parties contracted or incurred during marriage; 
(ii) an order requiring the parties to notify respective creditors or obligees, regarding the 
court's division of debts, obligations, or liabilities and regarding the parties' separate, current 
addresses; and 
(iii) provisions for the enforcement of these orders; and 
(d) provisions for income withholding in accordance with Title 62A, Chapter 11, 
Recovery Services. 
(2) The court may include, in an order determining child support, an order assigning 
financial responsibility for all or a portion of child care expenses incurred on behalf of the 
dependent children, necessitated by the employment or training of the custodial parent. If the 
court determines that the circumstances are appropriate and that the dependent children would be 
adequately cared for, it may include an order allowing the noncustodial parent to provide child 
care for the dependent children, necessitated by the employment or training of the custodial 
parent. 
(3) The court has continuing jurisdiction to make subsequent changes or new orders for 
the custody of the children and their support, maintenance, health, and dental care, and for 
distribution of the property and obligations for debts as is reasonable and necessary. 
(4) Child support, custody, visitation, and other matters related to children born to the 
mother and father after entry of the decree of divorce may be added to the decree by 
modification. 
(5) (a) In determining parent-time rights of parents and visitation rights of grandparents 
and other members of the immediate family, the court shall consider the best interest of the child. 
(b) Upon a specific finding by the court of the need for peace officer enforcement, the 
court may include in an order establishing a parent-time or visitation schedule a provision, 
among other things, authorizing any peace officer to enforce a court-ordered parent-time or 
visitation schedule entered under this chapter. 
(6) If a petition for modification of child custody or parent-time provisions of a court 
order is made and denied, the court shall order the petitioner to pay the reasonable attorneys' fees 
expended by the prevailing party in that action, if the court determines that the petition was 
without merit and not asserted or defended against in good faith. 
(7) If a petition alleges noncompliance with a parent-time order by a parent, or a 
visitation order by a grandparent or other member of the immediate family where a visitation or 
parent-time right has been previously granted by the court, the court may award to the prevailing 
party costs, including actual attorney fees and court costs incurred by the prevailing party because 
of the other party's failure to provide or exercise court-ordered visitation or parent-time. 
(8) (a) The court shall consider at least the following factors in determining alimony: 
(i) the financial condition and needs of the recipient spouse; 
(ii) the recipient's earning capacity or ability to produce income; 
(iii) the ability of the payor spouse to provide support; 
(iv) the length of the marriage; 
(v) whether the recipient spouse has custody of minor children requiring support; 
(vi) whether the recipient spouse worked in a business owned or operated by the payor 
spouse; and 
(vii) whether the recipient spouse directly contributed to any increase in the payor 
spouse's skill by paying for education received by the payor spouse or allowing the payor spouse 
to attend school during the marriage. 
(b) The court may consider the fault of the parties in determining alimony. 
(c) As a general rule, the court should look to the standard of living, existing at the time 
of separation, in determining alimony in accordance with Subsection (8)(a). However, the court 
shall consider all relevant facts and equitable principles and may, in its discretion, base alimony 
on the standard of living that existed at the time of trial. In marriages of short duration, when no 
children have been conceived or born during the marriage, the court may consider the standard of 
living that existed at the time of the marriage. 
(d) The court may, under appropriate circumstances, attempt to equalize the parties' 
respective standards of living. 
(e) When a marriage of long duration dissolves on the threshold of a major change in the 
income of one of the spouses due to the collective efforts of both, that change shall be considered 
in dividing the marital property and in determining the amount of alimony. If one spouse's 
earning capacity has been greatly enhanced through the efforts of both spouses during the 
marriage, the court may make a compensating adjustment in dividing the marital property and 
awarding alimony. 
(f) In determining alimony when a marriage of short duration dissolves, and no children 
have been conceived or born during the marriage, the court may consider restoring each party to 
the condition which existed at the time of the marriage. 
(g) (i) The court has continuing jurisdiction to make substantive changes and new orders 
regarding alimony based on a substantial material change in circumstances not foreseeable at the 
time of the divorce. 
(ii) The court may not modify alimony or issue a new order for alimony to address needs 
of the recipient that did not exist at the time the decree was entered, unless the court finds 
extenuating circumstances that justify that action. 
(iii) In determining alimony, the income of any subsequent spouse of the payor may not 
be considered, except as provided in this Subsection (8). 
(A) The court may consider the subsequent spouse's financial ability to share living 
expenses. 
(B) The court may consider the income of a subsequent spouse if the court finds that the 
payor's improper conduct justifies that consideration. 
(h) Alimony may not be ordered for a duration longer than the number of years that the 
marriage existed unless, at any time prior to termination of alimony, the court finds extenuating 
circumstances that justify the payment of alimony for a longer period of time. 
(9) Unless a decree of divorce specifically provides otherwise, any order of the court that 
a party pay alimony to a former spouse automatically terminates upon the remarriage or death of 
that former spouse. However, if the remarriage is annulled and found to be void ab initio, 
payment of alimony shall resume if the party paying alimony is made a party to the action of 
annulment and his rights are determined. 
(10) Any order of the court that a party pay alimony to a former spouse terminates upon 
establishment by the party paying alimony that the former spouse is cohabitating with another 
person. 
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30-3-10. Custody of children in case of separation or divorce -- Custody 
consideration. 
(1) If a husband and wife having minor children are separated, or their marriage is 
declared void or dissolved, the court shall make an order for the future care and custody of the 
minor children as it considers appropriate. 
(a) In determining any form of custody, the court shall consider the best interests of the 
child and, among other factors the court finds relevant, the following: 
(i) the past conduct and demonstrated moral standards of each of the parties; 
(ii) which parent is most likely to act in the best interest of the child, including allowing 
the child frequent and continuing contact with the noncustodial parent; 
(iii) the extent of bonding between the parent and child, meaning the depth, quality, and 
nature of the relationship between a parent and child; and 
(iv) those factors outlined in Section 30-3-10.2. 
(b) The court shall, in every case, consider joint custody but may award any form of 
custody which is determined to be in the best interest of the child. 
(c) The children may not be required by either party to testify unless the trier of fact 
determines that extenuating circumstances exist that would necessitate the testimony of the 
children be heard and there is no other reasonable method to present their testimony. 
(d) The court may inquire of the children and take into consideration the children's 
desires regarding future custody or parent-time schedules, but the expressed desires are not 
controlling and the court may determine the children's custody or parent-time otherwise. The 
desires of a child 16 years of age or older shall be given added weight, but is not the single 
controlling factor. 
(e) If interviews with the children are conducted by the court pursuant to Subsection 
(l)(d), they shall be conducted by the judge in camera. The prior consent of the parties may be 
obtained but is not necessary if the court finds that an interview with the children is the only 
method to ascertain the child's desires regarding custody. 
(2) In awarding custody, the court shall consider, among other factors the court finds 
relevant, which parent is most likely to act in the best interests of the child, including allowing 
the child frequent and continuing contact with the noncustodial parent as the court finds 
appropriate. 
(3) If the court finds that one parent does not desire custody of the child, or has attempted 
to permanently relinquish custody to a third party, it shall take that evidence into consideration in 
determining whether to award custody to the other parent. 
(4) (a) Except as provided in Subsection (4)(b), a court may not discriminate against a 
parent due to a disability, as defined in Section 57-21-2, in awarding custody or determining 
whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose of modifying an award of custody. 
(b) If a court takes a parent's disability into account in awarding custody or determining 
whether a substantial change has occurred for the purpose of modifying an award of custody, the 
parent with a disability may rebut any evidence, presumption, or inference arising from the 
disability by showing that: 
(i) the disability does not significantly or substantially inhibit the parent's ability to 
provide for the physical and emotional needs of the child at issue; or 
(ii) the parent with a disability has sufficient human, monetary, or other resources 
available to supplement the parent's ability to provide for the physical and emotional needs of the 
child at issue. 
(c) Nothing in this section may be construed to apply to adoption proceedings under Title 
78, Chapter 30, Adoption. 
(5) This section establishes neither a preference nor a presumption for or against joint 
legal custody, joint physical custody, or sole custody, but allows the court and the family the 
widest discretion to choose a parenting plan that is in the best interest of the child. 
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30-3-10.2. Joint custody order — Factors for court determination ~ Public 
assistance. 
(1) The court may order joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both if one or 
both parents have filed a parenting plan in accordance with Section 30-3-10.8 and it determines 
that joint legal custody or joint physical custody or both is in the best interest of the child. 
(2) In determining whether the best interest of a child will be served by ordering joint 
legal or physical custody, the court shall consider the following factors: 
(a) whether the physical, psychological, and emotional needs and development of the 
child will benefit from joint legal or physical custody; 
(b) the ability of the parents to give first priority to the welfare of the child and reach 
shared decisions in the child's best interest; 
(c) whether each parent is capable of encouraging and accepting a positive relationship 
between the child and the other parent, including the sharing of love, affection, and contact 
between the child and the other parent; 
(d) whether both parents participated in raising the child before the divorce; 
(e) the geographical proximity of the homes of the parents; 
(f) the preference of the child if the child is of sufficient age and capacity to reason so as 
to form an intelligent preference as to joint legal or physical custody; 
(g) the maturity of the parents and their willingness and ability to protect the child from 
conflict that may arise between the parents; 
(h) the past and present ability of the parents to cooperate with each other and make 
decisions jointly; 
(i) any history of, or potential for, child abuse, spouse abuse, or kidnaping; and 
(j) any other factors the court finds relevant. 
(3) The determination of the best interest of the child shall be by a preponderance of the 
evidence. 
(4) The court shall inform both parties that an order for joint physical custody may 
preclude eligibility for cash assistance provided under Title 3 5 A, Chapter 3, Employment 
Support Act. 
(5) The court may order that where possible the parties attempt to settle future disputes 
by a dispute resolution method before seeking enforcement or modification of the terms and 
conditions of the order of joint legal custody or joint physical custody through litigation, except 
in emergency situations requiring ex parte orders to protect the child. 
30-3-10.8. Parenting plan — Filing -- Modifications. 
(1) In any proceeding under this chapter, including actions for paternity, any party 
requesting joint custody, joint legal or physical custody, or any other type of shared parenting 
arrangement, shall file and serve a proposed parenting plan at the time of the filing of their 
original petition or at the time of filing their answer or counterclaim. 
(2) In proceedings for a modification of custody provisions or modification of a 
parenting plan, a proposed parenting plan shall be filed and served with the petition to modify, or 
the answer or counterclaim to the petition to modify. 
(3) A party who files a proposed parenting plan in compliance with this section may 
move the court for an order of default to adopt the plan if the other party fails to file a proposed 
parenting plan as required by this section. 
(4) Either party may file and serve an amended proposed parenting plan according to the 
rules for amending pleadings. 
(5) The parent submitting a proposed parenting plan shall attach a verified statement that 
the plan is proposed by that parent in good faith. 
(6) Both parents may submit a parenting plan which has been agreed upon. A verified 
statement, signed by both parents, shall be attached. 
(7) If the parents file inconsistent parenting plans, the court may appoint a guardian ad 
litem to represent the best interests of the child, who may, if necessary, file a separate parenting 
plan reflecting the best interests of the child. 
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30-3-10.8. Parenting plan -- Filing - Modifications. 
(1) In any proceeding under this chapter, including actions for paternity, any party 
requesting joint custody, joint legal or physical custody, or any other type of shared parenting 
arrangement, shall file and serve a proposed parenting plan at the time of the filing of their 
original petition or at the time of filing their answer or counterclaim. 
(2) In proceedings for a modification of custody provisions or modification of a 
parenting plan, a proposed parenting plan shall be filed and served with the petition to modify, or 
the answer or counterclaim to the petition to modify. 
(3) A party who files a proposed parenting plan in compliance with this section may 
move the court for an order of default to adopt the plan if the other party fails to file a proposed 
parenting plan as required by this section. 
(4) Either party may file and serve an amended proposed parenting plan according to the 
rules for amending pleadings. 
(5) The parent submitting a proposed parenting plan shall attach a verified statement that 
the plan is proposed by that parent in good faith. 
(6) Both parents may submit a parenting plan which has been agreed upon. A verified 
statement, signed by both parents, shall be attached. 
(7) If the parents file inconsistent parenting plans, the court may appoint a guardian ad 
litem to represent the best interests of the child, who may, if necessary, file a separate parenting 
plan reflecting the best interests of the child. 
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30-3-10.9. Parenting plan — Objectives — Required provisions — Dispute resolution. 
(1) The objectives of a parenting plan are to: 
(a) provide for the child's physical care; 
(b) maintain the child's emotional stability; 
(c) provide for the child's changing needs as the child grows and matures in a way that 
minimizes the need for future modifications to the parenting plan; 
(d) set forth the authority and responsibilities of each parent with respect to the child 
consistent with the definitions outlined in this chapter; 
(e) minimize the child's exposure to harmful parental conflict; 
(f) encourage the parents, where appropriate, to meet the responsibilities to their minor 
children through agreements in the parenting plan rather than relying on judicial intervention; 
and 
(g) protect the best interests of the child. 
(2) The parenting plan shall contain provisions for resolution of future disputes between 
the parents, allocation of decision-making authority, and residential provisions for the child, and 
provisions addressing notice and parent-time responsibilities in the event of the relocation of 
either party. It may contain other provisions comparable to those in Sections 30-3-5 and 
30-3-10.3 regarding the welfare of the child. 
(3) A process for resolving disputes shall be provided unless precluded or limited by 
statute. A dispute resolution process may include: 
(a) counseling; 
(b) mediation or arbitration by a specified individual or agency; or 
(c) court action. 
(4) In the dispute resolution process: 
(a) preference shall be given to the provisions in the parenting plan; 
(b) parents shall use the designated process to resolve disputes relating to 
implementation of the plan, except those related to financial support, unless an emergency exists; 
(c) a written record shall be prepared of any agreement reached in counseling or 
mediation and provided to each party; 
(d) if arbitration becomes necessary, a written record shall be prepared and a copy of the 
arbitration award shall be provided to each party; 
(e) if the court finds that a parent has used or frustrated the dispute resolution process 
without good reason, the court may award attorney's fees and financial sanctions to the prevailing 
parent; 
(f) the district court shall have the right of review from the dispute resolution process; 
and 
(g) the provisions of this Subsection (4) shall be set forth in any final decree or order. 
(5) The parenting plan shall allocate decision-making authority to one or both parties 
regarding the children's education, health care, and religious upbringing. The parties may 
incorporate an agreement related to the care and growth of the children in these specified areas or 
in other areas into their plan, consistent with the criteria outlined in Subsection 30-3-10.7(2) and 
Subsection (1). Regardless of the allocation of decision-making in the parenting plan, either 
parent may make emergency decisions affecting the health or safety of the child. 
(6) Each parent may make decisions regarding the day-to-day care and control of the 
child while the child is residing with that parent. 
(7) When mutual decision-making is designated but cannot be achieved, the parties shall 
make a good faith effort to resolve the issue through the dispute resolution process. 
(8) The plan shall include a residential schedule which designates in which parent's home 
each minor child shall reside on given days of the year, including provisions for holidays, 
birthdays of family members, vacations, and other special occasions. 
(9) If a parent fails to comply with a provision of the parenting plan or a child support 
order, the other parent's obligations under the parenting plan or the child support order are not 
affected. Failure to comply with a provision of the parenting plan or a child support order may 
result in a finding of contempt of court. 
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30-3-37. Relocation. 
(1) When either parent decides to move from the state of Utah or 150 miles or more from 
the residence specified in the court's decree, that parent shall provide if possible 60 days advance 
written notice of the intended relocation to the other parent. The written notice of relocation 
shall contain statements affirming the following: 
(a) the parent-time provisions in Subsection (5) or a schedule approved by both parties 
will be followed; and 
(b) neither parent will interfere with the other's parental rights pursuant to court ordered 
parent-time arrangements, or the schedule approved by both parties. 
(2) The court may, upon motion of any party or upon the court's own motion, schedule a 
hearing with notice to review the notice of relocation and parent-time schedule as provided in 
Section 30-3-35 and make appropriate orders regarding the parent-time and costs for parent-time 
transportation. 
(3) In determining the parent-time schedule and allocating the transportation costs, the 
court shall consider: 
(a) the reason for the parent's relocation; 
(b) the additional costs or difficulty to both parents in exercising parent-time; 
(c) the economic resources of both parents; and 
(d) other factors the court considers necessary and relevant. 
(4) Upon the motion of any party, the court may order the parent intending to move to 
pay the costs of transportation for: 
(a) at least one visit per year with the other parent; and 
(b) any number of additional visits as determined equitable by the court. 
(5) Unless otherwise ordered by the court, upon the relocation of one of the parties the 
following schedule shall be the minimum requirements for parent-time with a school-age child: 
(a) in years ending in an odd number, the child shall spend the following holidays with 
the noncustodial parent: 
(i) Thanksgiving holiday beginning Wednesday until Sunday; and 
(ii) the fall school break, if applicable, beginning the last day of school before the holiday 
until the day before school resumes; 
(b) in years ending in an even number, the child shall spend the following holidays with 
the noncustodial parent: 
(i) the entire winter school break period; and 
(ii) Spring break beginning the last day of school before the holiday until the day before 
school resumes; and 
(c) extended parent-time equal to 1/2 of the summer or off-track time for consecutive 
weeks. The children should be returned to the custodial home no later than seven days before 
school begins; however, this week shall be counted when determining the amount of parent-time 
to be divided between the parents for the summer or off-track period. 
(6) Upon the motion of any party, the court may order uninterrupted parent-time with the 
noncustodial parent for a minimum of 30 days during extended parent-time, unless the court 
finds it is not in the best interests of the child. If the court orders uninterrupted parent-time 
during a period not covered by this section, it shall specify in its order which parent is 
responsible for the child's travel expenses. 
(7) Unless otherwise ordered by the court the relocating party shall be responsible for all 
the child's travel expenses relating to Subsections (5)(a) and (b) and 1/2 of the child's travel 
expenses relating to Subsection (5)(c), provided the noncustodial party is current on all support 
obligations. If the noncustodial party has been found in contempt for not being current on all 
support obligations, he shall be responsible for all of the child's travel expenses under Subsection 
(5), unless the court rules otherwise. Reimbursement by either responsible party to the other for 
the child's travel expenses shall be made within 30 days of receipt of documents detailing those 
expenses. 
(8) The court may apply this provision to any preexisting decree of divorce. 
(9) Any action under this section may be set for an expedited hearing. 
(10) A parent who fails to comply with the notice of relocation in Subsection (1) shall be 
in contempt of the court's order. 
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30-3-34. Best interests - Rebuttable presumption. 
(1) If the parties are unable to agree on a parent-time schedule, the court may establish a 
parent-time schedule consistent with the best interests of the child. 
(2) The advisory guidelines as provided in Section 30-3-33 and the parent-time schedule 
as provided in Sections 30-3-35 and 30-3-35.5 shall be presumed to be in the best interests of the 
child. The parent-time schedule shall be considered the minimum parent-time to which the 
noncustodial parent and the child shall be entitled unless a parent can establish otherwise by a 
preponderance of the evidence that more or less parent-time should be awarded based upon any 
of the following criteria: 
(a) parent-time would endanger the child's physical health or significantly impair the 
child's emotional development; 
(b) the distance between the residency of the child and the noncustodial parent; 
(c) a substantiated or unfounded allegation of child abuse has been made; 
(d) the lack of demonstrated parenting skills without safeguards to ensure the child's 
well-being during parent-time; 
(e) the financial inability of the noncustodial parent to provide adequate food and shelter 
for the child during periods of parent-time; 
(f) the preference of the child if the court determines the child to be of sufficient 
maturity; 
(g) the incarceration of the noncustodial parent in a county jail, secure youth corrections 
facility, or an adult corrections facility; 
(h) shared interests between the child and the noncustodial parent; 
(i) the involvement of the noncustodial parent in the school, community, religious, or 
other related activities of the child; 
(j) the availability of the noncustodial parent to care for the child when the custodial 
parent is unavailable to do so because of work or other circumstances; 
(k) a substantial and chronic pattern of missing, canceling, or denying regularly 
scheduled parent-time; 
(1) the minimal duration of and lack of significant bonding in the parents' relationship 
prior to the conception of the child; 
(m) the parent-time schedule of siblings; 
(n) the lack of reasonable alternatives to the needs of a nursing child; and 
(o) any other criteria the court determines relevant to the best interests of the child. 
(3) The court shall enter the reasons underlying its order for parent-time that: 
(a) incorporates a parent-time schedule provided in Section 30-3-35 or 30-3-35.5; or 
(b) provides more or less parent-time than a parent-time schedule provided in Section 
30-3-35 or 30-3-35.5. 
(4) Once the parent-time schedule has been established, the parties may not alter the 
schedule except by mutual consent of the parties or a court order. 
30-3-35. Minimum schedule for parent-time for children 5 to 18 years of age. 
(1) The parent-time schedule in this section applies to children 5 to 18 years of age. 
(2) If the parties do not agree to a parent-time schedule, the following schedule shall be 
considered the minimum parent-time to which the noncustodial parent and the child shall be 
entitled: 
(a) (i) one weekday evening to be specified by the noncustodial parent or the court from 
5:30 p.m. until 8:30 p.m.; or 
(ii) at the election of the noncustodial parent, one weekday from the time the child's 
school is regularly dismissed until 8:30 p.m., unless the court directs the application of 
Subsection (2)(a)(i); 
(b) (i) alternating weekends beginning on the first weekend after the entry of the decree 
from 6 p.m. on Friday until 7 p.m. on Sunday continuing each year; or 
(ii) at the election of the noncustodial parent, from the time the child's school is regularly 
dismissed on Friday until 7 p.m. on Sunday, unless the court directs the application of Subsection 
(2)(b)(i); 
(c) holidays take precedence over the weekend parent-time, and changes may not be 
made to the regular rotation of the alternating weekend parent-time schedule; 
(d) if a holiday falls on a regularly scheduled school day, the noncustodial parent shall be 
responsible for the child's attendance at school for that school day; 
(e) (i) if a holiday falls on a weekend or on a Friday or Monday and the total holiday 
period extends beyond that time so that the child is free from school and the parent is free from 
work, the noncustodial parent shall be entitled to this lengthier holiday period; or 
(ii) at the election of the noncustodial parent, parent-time over a scheduled holiday 
weekend may begin from the time the child's school is regularly dismissed at the beginning of the 
holiday weekend until 7 p.m. on the last day of the holiday weekend; 
(f) in years ending in an odd number, the noncustodial parent is entitled to the following 
holidays: 
(i) child's birthday on the day before or after the actual birthdate beginning at 3 p.m. until 
9 p.m.; at the discretion of the noncustodial parent, he may take other siblings along for the 
birthday; 
(ii) Martin Luther King, Jr. beginning 6 p.m. on Friday until Monday at 7 p.m. unless the 
holiday extends for a lengthier period of time to which the noncustodial parent is completely 
entitled; 
(iii) spring break beginning at 6 p.m. on the day school lets out for the holiday until 7 
p.m. on the Sunday before school resumes; 
(iv) Memorial Day beginning 6 p.m. on Friday until Monday at 7 p.m., unless the holiday 
extends for a lengthier period of time to which the noncustodial parent is completely entitled; 
(v) July 24th beginning 6 p.m. on the day before the holiday until 11 p.m. on the holiday; 
(vi) Halloween on October 31 or the day Halloween is traditionally celebrated in the 
local community from after school until 9 p.m. if on a school day, or from 4 p.m. until 9 p.m.; 
(vii) Veteran's Day holiday beginning 6 p.m. the day before the holiday until 7 p.m. on 
the holiday; and 
(viii) the first portion of the Christmas school vacation as defined in Subsection 
30-3-32(3)(b) plus Christmas Eve and Christmas Day until 1 p.m., so long as the entire holiday is 
equally divided; 
(g) in years ending in an even number, the noncustodial parent is entitled to the following 
holidays: 
(i) child's birthday on actual birthdate beginning at 3 p.m. until 9 p.m.; at the discretion 
of the noncustodial parent, he may take other siblings along for the birthday; 
(ii) Washington and Lincoln Day beginning at 6 p.m. on Friday until 7 p.m. on Monday 
unless the holiday extends for a lengthier period of time to which the noncustodial parent is 
completely entitled; 
(iii) July 4th beginning at 6 p.m. the day before the holiday until 11 p.m. on the holiday; 
(iv) Labor Day beginning at 6 p.m. on Friday until Monday at 7 p.m. unless the holiday 
extends for a lengthier period of time to which the noncustodial parent is completely entitled; 
(v) the fall school break, if applicable, commonly known as U.E.A. weekend beginning 
at 6 p.m. on Wednesday until Sunday at 7 p.m. unless the holiday extends for a lengthier period 
of time to which the noncustodial parent is completely entitled; 
(vi) Columbus Day beginning at 6 p.m. the day before the holiday until 7 p.m. on the 
holiday; 
(vii) Thanksgiving holiday beginning Wednesday at 7 p.m. until Sunday at 7 p.m; and 
(viii) the second portion of the Christmas school vacation, including New Year's Day, as 
defined in Subsection 30-3-32(3)(b) plus Christmas day beginning at 1 p.m. until 9 p.m., so long 
as the entire Christmas holiday is equally divided; 
(h) the custodial parent is entitled to the odd year holidays in even years and the even 
year holidays in odd years; 
(i) Father's Day shall be spent with the natural or adoptive father every year beginning at 
9 a.m. until 7 p.m. on the holiday; 
(j) Mother's Day shall be spent with the natural or adoptive mother every year beginning 
at 9 a.m. until 7 p.m. on the holiday; 
(k) extended parent-time with the noncustodial parent may be: 
(i) up to four weeks consecutive at the option of the noncustodial parent; 
(ii) two weeks shall be uninterrupted time for the noncustodial parent; and 
(iii) the remaining two weeks shall be subject to parent-time for the custodial parent 
consistent with these guidelines; 
(1) the custodial parent shall have an identical two-week period of uninterrupted time 
during the children's summer vacation from school for purposes of vacation; 
(m) if the child is enrolled in year-round school, the noncustodial parent's extended 
parent-time shall be 1/2 of the vacation time for year-round school breaks, provided the custodial 
parent has holiday and phone visits; 
(n) notification of extended parent-time or vacation weeks with the child shall be 
provided at least 30 days in advance to the other parent; and 
(o) telephone contact and other virtual parent-time, if the equipment is reasonably 
available, shall be at reasonable hours and for reasonable duration, provided that if the parties 
cannot agree on whether the equipment is reasonably available, the court shall decide whether the 
equipment for virtual parent-time is reasonably available, taking into consideration: 
(i) the best interests of the child; 
(ii) each parent's ability to handle any additional expenses for virtual parent-time; and 
(iii) any other factors the court considers material. 
(3) Any elections required to be made in accordance with this section by either parent 
concerning parent-time shall be made a part of the decree and made a part of the parent-time 
order. 
(4) Notwithstanding Subsection (2)(e)(i), the Halloween holiday may not be extended 
beyond the hours designated in Subsection (2)(f)(vi). 
ADDENDUM "17" 
Tab 17 
Article I, Section 7. [Due process of law.] 
No person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property, without due process of law. 
ADDENDUM "18" 
Tab 18 
Article I, Section 11. [Courts open — Redress of injuries.] 
All courts shall be open, and every person, for an injury done to him in his person, 
property or reputation, shall have remedy by due course of law, which shall be administered 
without denial or unnecessary delay; and no person shall be barred from prosecuting or defending 
before any tribunal in this State, by himself or counsel, any civil cause to which he is a party. 
Tab 19 
ADDENDUM "19" 
Article I, Section 24. [Uniform operation of laws.] 
All laws of a general nature shall have uniform operation. 
ADDENDUM "20" 
Tab 20 
United States Constitution Amendment 14 
1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they 
reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges 
or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any 
person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any 
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. 
ADDENDUM "21" 
Tab 21 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion for Mis-trial 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
On August 3, 2005, Petitioner via counsel represented on two separate vocalizations to the Court, that 
there was NO agreement between the parties if Petitioner did not get any of the first funds from the 
properties sale. However, the same counsel also gave those same first $5,000.00 of funds away to 
another party. Hence, how can the same funds be given to two separate individuals, and the court hold 
that as binding without being found that this court erred in accepting something as so fraudulent. 
On August 3, 2005 Petitioner via counsel made several mis-representations, or failed to disclose pertinent 
information relevant to the parties actions and possible agreement. The total amount of funds the 
Petitioner failed to disclose that need to be dealt with and resolved total over $25,000.00. Falsification of 
information, or failure to disclose pertinent and relevant information should be viewed by the court to 
strike, and invalidate any prior agreement. 
On August 3, 2005, this Court required an party un-involved in this specific matter to incur the costs of 
$35,000.00 of attorney fees for services that are unenforceable to this action and resulted from other 
unrelated separately distinct court actions for the Petitioner and her counsel representing Petitioner in 
those actions. 
On August 3, 2005 this court called a person not a party to this divorce action out of the audience 
without her counsel, and interrogated her as to issues that hence, the Petitioner has used to influence this 
and the other pending litigation involving the Petitioner. The Petitioner asked this Court to so strong 
arm, and intimidate this person, by requiring the Court to so act out of standard protocol or ethical 
consideration. The Petitioner's request of this court to so act against the uninvolved party was an 
attempt to have the court side with the Petitioner, or undermine another's individual rights in the other 
pending litigation or ones position in this and the other pending matters before the court involving the 
Petitioner and one or two other outside party(s). 
On August 3, 2005, this Court ruled that it could not force the proposed settlement previously discussed 
or what is in essence is a "non-agreement" upon the parties if the uninvolved party did not agree to the 
terms of the presented agreement. 
On October 6, 2005 this Court ruled in such a manner that it forced the "non-agreement" of the August 
3, 2005 upon the Respondent, and uninvolved parties, when previously the Court ruled it "COULD NOT 
FORCE" the un-agreement upon the parties, this Court has ultimately improperly influenced the outcome 
of this and other matters or rulings in a prejudicial manner. 
In 2003, this Court previously ruled that the parties property issue was not to be separated from the 
custody issues of the parties. 
On August 3, 2005 this Court additionally affirmed the Court's prior action of this court that of NOT 
separating the parties property and custody matters. Now, if this court goes back and separated the 
property from the custody matters as it had ruled against so many years ago, all the effort, time, expense 
and "negotiated benefits given up for the "agreement" would be for naught, and place undue hardship 
and prejudice on the Respondent and the other intervenor. 
In 2004, this court erred in its discriminatory ruling against the Respondent based on the financial 
position or condition of the Respondent, and completely contrary to the Best Interests of the children. 
The Court ruled because of the lack of financial resources of the Respondent, and subsequent level of 
poverty, the court would not give credence to any professional prepared to present the court with 
evidence contrary to the court or Petitioner's view. Such bias or censorship is discrimination and a 
violation of the Respondents rights, violation of the Court's previous Orders, a violation of Due Process, 
and the right to a fair and impartial trial, a violation of the minor children's rights, and acts contrary to the 
Best Interests of the Children advisory guideline that directs that all rulings and matters are to be decided 
with the Best Interests of the children. 
Additionally, this Court failed to allow proper time for counsel to prepare a proper defense, when counsel 
so requested such because of the great case load counsel faced. The Court erred in accepting without 
evidence the cause for delay was not Petitioner's but merely assumed by the Court' that the delay was 
only caused by the Respondent. The facts show otherwise. However, this Court refused to review or 
accept those facts that were less than favorable to the Petitioner and the longstanding delay the Petitioner 
caused, and obstruction of justice the Petitioner caused to happen in restricting the needed access to the 
required information or issues to be resolved, thus preventing resolution to occur as was previously 
ordered by the court. 
This Court erred in not allowing the proper counseling and or therapy of the minor children, thus causing 
harm and emotional trauma to be placed on the children, and harming the rights of the minor children. 
This Court failed to act out of fairness, equity, or free from bias, but instead ruled out of hostility toward 
the Respondent because of the animosity the Court holds for the Respondent, and the improperly 
received and reviewed evidence against the Respondent. Additionally, because of the error of the Court, 
and the animosity held toward the Respondent, the rights of the minor children were prejudiced and 
violated, as well as prejudicial to the Respondent. As quoted in the Utah Court of Appeals case # 
950266CA, error of the court by application or implementation of the wrong standard, or error of the 
court prejudices the right(s) of the child, or prejudices the Respondent, thus both were prejudiced against 
and harmed by the Courts actions or rulings. Additionally, the same Court ruled in Hills v. Hills, and 
again affirmed in this same Appeals case # 950266CA, and again in Utah Supreme court case # 14202 
that the rights of the children should not be "... bartered away, extinguished, estopped, or in any way 
defeated by the agreement or conduct of the parents (of the child)". And " The right to barter away a 
child's claim to support is not a commodity in the market place overt,..." Respectfully. 
Therefore, the "kids for the house" type of agreement that the parents engaged in on August 3, 2005, 
and the Court inflicted and attempts to uphold, and forced upon the parents since then in this court's 
October 6. 2005 hearing of notice, and yet remains unsigned, is in violation of clear precedence 
previously established. The Appeals case noted, as well as State Statute directs, as well as many high 
court cases also confirm, as well as public policy directs, as well as noted in psychological evidence and 
research proves, that children have the right of Support from their parents, parents have the burden of 
supporting their children. Support as defined and upheld, and supported in State Statute, is more than 
just financial. The children have the need to be with both of their parents. Even State Statute prohibits 
restricting Parent Time even if child support is not received, thus supporting the aspect that children are 
to have frequent, meaningful associations and relationships with BOTH parents in similar quantities as 
was enjoyed prior to separation, and such. Therefore, allowing the children not to have Parent Time on 
the same weekly basis is in direct opposition to what the State and many other professionals also view is 
in the Best Interests of the children. Without any hearing of evidence, the Court is ill prepared to 
arbitrarily determine what is in the Best Interests of the children, thus the Court erred. Anytime the court 
or statute denies one person a right, there must be clear and convincing evidence to deny or grant a 
person a right over or from another person. Such has been the standard in U.S. Supreme Court Cases as 
well as Utah cases. 
Since this Court failed to uphold the State Statute of proper notice must be given, this new Judge-made 
rule thought to promote judicial efficiency impinges on the Best Interests of the children, thus 
demonstrating plain error of the court. In the case noted above, the Court found that "court made rules 
and doctrines in furtherance of Judicial Efficiency and equity must give way when the central issue to be 
decided concerns the best interests of the child... and it is "inappropriate to consider application of so-
called equitable doctrines or those which promote mere judicial efficiency at the expense of a child's 
welfare" 
If this Court had applied correct principals, standards and or enforced the law as well as it's own Orders, 
the Minor children would not be harmed nor would their rights violated as they have now been. 
This Court failed to enforce applicable State Statute, and attempts to rule with prejudice or bias against 
Respondent. Under Williams v. Public Service Commission 754 P. 2d 41, and affirmed in other Utah 
high court cases, if when two statutory provisions conflict, the more specific will prevail over the more 
general provision. The Court failed to uphold either statutory provision against the Petitioner, and 
attempts to hold Respondent responsible, or harm the Respondent under both provisions. Therefore, the 
rights of the children, and the rights of the Respondent, and others involved in related matters are harmed 
or prejudiced. 
Additionally, under Murray City v. Hall, and other cases, the Utah Court has held that "later_expression 
of the legislature controls when statutes conflict or overlap in their treatment of the same matter". 
Therefore, this Court's failure to hold the Petitioner to that later statute show a favoritism the court 
extends to the Petitioner, at the expense of the minor children's rights, welfare, and desires, and at the 
expense of the rights of the Respondent. 
Additionally, this Court erred in inflicting the desires of one of the minor children to be forced upon the 
other two minor children contrary to their wishes and desires. 
This court erred in requiring the same counsel to represent ALL of the minor children, when it was 
shown that the one child is completely adversarial and contrary to the other two minor children. 
Therefore, the two minor children were not allowed fair or equal representation even when they hired 
their own counsel to represent them in this matter, the Court erred in not allowing that counsel to appear 
on their behalf, even when such counsel filed the appropriate appearance of counsel with the court in this 
matter. The two minor children voiced and wrote their concerns about them desiring new counsel, and 
that they were not being properly represented in this matter. The Court refused to remedy the situation at 
the expense or violation of the rights of the children and the violation or expense of the rights of the 
Respondent. 
This Court empowered non professionals in the field to express what was best for the children, and dis-
allowed any professionally trained or credited individuals to testify for, or about what was best for ALL 
of the minor children individually, just to justify the court's ruling, and to avoid having the proper 
hearing, or taking the time to be informed of the facts and complete issues; and not because there was any 
factual evidence to support the courts ruling, or supports the argument the court addressed. 
This Court failed to hold evidentiary hearings on the Best Interests of the children being served with 
relocation in this court action IF, the Petitioner desired to relocate the parties children, either prior to, or 
subsequent to proper notice being provided to the Respondent. The previous hearings held found that 
relocation of any of the children away from the Respondent was not found to be in the children's best 
interest. Nothing changed that standing as to what was found to be in the Best Interests of the children. 
This Court failed to act on or in the Best Interests of the children on multiple occasions either from failing 
to allow the children the appropriate counsel representation for their rights, desires, needs, or individual 
interests, or the proper counseling needed to resolve their problems, as well as to conform with the 
Custody Evaluators recommendations. State Statute requires that any counsel representing minor 
children must express to the Court if the counsels interests and representations are different than that of 
EACH of the minor children's. The Court allowed the guardian ad litem to avoid such disclosure and 
thus was prevented from knowing all of the pertinent facts of all of the minor children. 
This Court would not allow the minor children to have non competing or non conflicting counsel or their 
own representation as the children needed in order to protect the rights of the children, even when their 
counsel filed Notice of Counsel to represent the minor children. The minor children themselves submitted 
written request to obtain their own counsel that they felt comfortable would fit & serve their needs and 
interests, rather than the pre-determined agenda of the Guardian ad litem themselves, or that of the older 
child, or Petitioner. The minor children made multiple requests of the Guardian ad litem to help them 
obtain what they needed and wanted. The Guardian ad litem failed to so represent the wishes of the 
minor children. To the contrary, the Guardian ad litem just acted in such a way as to reinforce the 
negative in appropriate behavior and actions of the oldest child against the other children, and the 
Respondent. 
This Court failed to hold a custody hearing of the evidence as to what is in the Best Interests of the minor 
children. Therefore, under other high court case law of Utah, since the Best Interests of the children and 
the Custody of the children WAS NOT adjudicated in hearing or tried, the standard for changing custody 
becomes much less strict or stringent. Additionally, since the Court allowed Great geographical 
proximity to be placed between the Respondent and the minor children that desired to be closely involved 
with the Respondent, the Court can not rule contrary to Joint Custody because of such erroneous action 
of the court. 
This Court failed to allow mediation of Parent Time issues when such was presented, even though it is an 
integral aspect of State Statute. The facts of the issues were withheld at the August 3, 2005 hearing, and 
the Court was led to believe that Parent Time mediation as related to the then standing Order of the 
Court of standard visitation would take place, and be pertinent. Now, the children have been allowed to 
be unjustly taken from the State, such Parent Time enforcement benefit is blocked from being 
implemented to serve the needs of the Respondent and the children. Such withholding of facts and 
information of intent and action of the Petitioner again calls the integrity of the August 3, 2005 hearing 
and subsequent "agreement" in to question and severe invalidity and voidable. 
This Court has failed to find Petitioner in Contempt as directed by as shall be done pursuant to State 
Statute. Such selective enforcement of State Statute demonstrates the Courts lack of impartiality toward 
the parties. 
This Court failed to uphold the law of the State, and attempts to legislate new law by the Court's rulings, 
and selective enforcement of State Statute rather than enforcement of laws the State Legislature has 
enacted to be equally applied. This is a violation of the legislative process, and show that the Court fails 
to protect, or serve the parties equally. 
This Court failed to allow proper Due Process to occur. 
This Court failed to allow equal protection of the law to all the parties involved. 
This Court so ruled that the Orders are unworkable. 
This Court allowed Petitioner to select or choose what State Statutes Petitioner wanted to follow, and 
then failed to uphold or enforce that statute against Petitioner. 
This Court blatantly disregarded State Statute where Statute specifically addresses what the Court 
SHALL find, and what the Petitioner SHALL provide. 
This Court violated the rights of the parties children and the rights of the Respondent. 
This Court attempted to inflict and award the attorney fees of one party to be paid by a totally uninvolved 
party, rather than the party whose attorney it was, or the case was against. 
The Court allowed attorney fees from other separate cases to be included in the payment of said attorney 
fees of this matter, thus rewarding counsel and punishing the parties experiencing the financial loss of 
funds, that in itself is inappropriate and conflicts with protocol. 
This Court failed to recognize the application of out of State cases directing issues of relocation yet 
knowing the children would be residing in that same jurisdiction and therefore, the court erred in failing 
to be guided under the precedence of the relocation of the minor children, that applies under UCCJA. 
This Court was well aware of the ineffective assistance of Counsel rendered to the Respondent, and still 
failed to allow proper representation or presentation of the facts to be heard, or ruled upon Therefore 
denying the Respondent and the children a fair and impartial trial. The Court has demonstrated on 
multiple occasions the outward dislike with having to deal with Pro-se litigants. 
This court failed to provide proper notice of this matter to Annabelle Stone, or her counsel, yet the court 
previously attempted to enjoin her in this pending matter. Additionally, when inquired of the Court what 
the court viewed as the issues to be covered in the Court's wording of "final Pleadings" in its scheduling 
notice, as well as the court only allowing 1 hour, for such hearing, the Court failed to clarify if it was for 
the pleadings Respondent had requested court action on, or on the withdrawal of counsel request of 
counsel, or on other matters requested by the Petitioner. Such lack of clarity does not avail itself to 
proper preparation by any party to this action, nor does it allow proper representation on matters the 
Court elected to hear, again the courts violation of the Respondent's rights to a fair and impartial trial. 
This Court attempts to put more importance on Court Rules, and little importance on State Statute, thus 
demonstrating a propensity to have Court rules govern over State Statutes, and find Respondent in 
contempt for abiding by the same level of justice the Court allowed the Petitioner to be governed by. 
Such selective enforcement is improper application of Justice. 
This Court is well aware of the ineffective assistance of counsel, and yet has refused to intervene to 
compel proper diligence and representation from counsel, thus creating a void in the Due Process and fair 
competent representation process. 
IF this Court dis-allows any motions, pleadings, affidavits, or evidence that is not properly presented to 
the opposing side, and only allowed to be considered if the evidence was properly before the court, and 
thus rejects the Respondent's motions, affidavits, and pleadings, then how can the same court justify 
admitting into evidence, and reading and being influenced by other such material submitted to the court 
improperly and without proper notice, presentation, and in contrast to the Court's own rule and practice, 
unless it seeks to perpetrate a bias toward one party over another. The Court has so acted, thus causing 
color of inappropriate conduct to rest on the Court, thus the court must dismiss this action, and the 
subsequent rulings the court was influenced, or allowed such influence. Additionally, along with allowing 
improper information into the file and consideration by the court, even after protected status of such 
information was requested by Respondent was still entered into the file, along with being allowed to be 
influenced by other hearsay evidence that was unsupported, unfounded, and that counsel failed to 
substantiate, prove, or properly present to the Court. By so doing, the court violated the rights of two of 
the parties in this action to being heard, all for the zealous attitude of counsel for another party in this 
matter. 
In this civil matter, this Court can not inflict the requirement of an uninvolved party to sell property that 
person owns either outright or otherwise. The Court attempted to so order an uninvolved party to sell 
property is not properly before the court. Failure of the uninvolved party to so act, will further prejudice 
the court against the Respondent. 
This Court failed to establish property values of property involved in this matter at either the time of 
separation, nor at the time of divorce. Any such speculation as to property value at this late date is 
merely an attempt to create invalid evidence at best. Any resemblance of fairness toward the Respondent 
has been rejected by the Court. 
This Court attempted to force the Respondent to sell property that the Respondent has no legal right to 
or claims. Such a mis-representation by the Respondent to attempt to sell property that the Respondent 
does not own would place the Respondent in jeopardy of violation of the Law. Such requirement of the 
court is inappropriate and conflicts with the Cannons of Judicial Conduct. 
This Court failed to uphold or enforce previous Orders of the Court, as well as failing to offer remedy for 
such other issues that prove to now be in error, and unworkable. Further attempts by the Respondent to 
correct the errors or oversights of the Court will only nurture the hostility and bias the court already 
holds for the Respondent. 
This Court erred in providing mis-leading and ambiguous notice of hearings, thus denying the Respondent 
the right to adequately prepare. As and supported and affirmed in Court of Appeals case # 9814909CA, 
".. .due process concerns are implicated when a hearing for one purpose serves a second purpose 
involving different issues. Due process requires 'timely notice which adequately informs the parties of the 
specific issues they must prepare to meet.' L.A. W. v. State, 970 P.2d 284, 294 (Utah Ct. App. 1998). 
Furthermore, parties are 'entitled to notice that a particular issue is being considered by the court.' Id.at 
295. 'Adequate notice and an opportunity to be heard in a meaningful way are the very heart of 
procedural fairness. 'Id. At 294. Due process is not met when notice is ambiguous or insufficient to 
identify the issues to be considered, thus impeding a party's preparation for the proceedings.". The 
Higher Court reversed the ruling and remanded the case back for the proper evidentiary hearing to be 
held, so the children and the other parties were not harmed. Additionally, in the same case, the Court 
ruled that denying a party rightful custody or visitation with the error of the court, denied the party to the 
opportunity to fulfill the requirements to their custody petition. 
With this Court's ruling of October 6, 2005, this Court erred in denying Respondent the opportunity to 
be in a geographical proximity of the children, and to enjoy frequent and meaningful visitation with 
private unrestricted mail or phone privileges with the minor children, and the children with the 
Respondent. This is a right specifically granted by Statute, and previously granted by prior Court 
Orders. Denial of the right to frequent and meaningful parent time was controlled by the Petitioner and 
the oldest child, and not by the Court, therefore, the Court erred in allowing parties other than the court 
to control the disposition and outcome of the pending matters. Such undue influence is contrary to what 
is afforded rights of the other minor children, and the rights of the Respondent. This is further supported 
by the case 981409CA, when that court found it was improper for a party to withhold and control access 
with the children and the other party to the court action when there was no finding that such restriction 
was warranted because of harm or otherwise. Therefore, the court found that just because the party was 
not able to enjoy lengthy time with the other party, or the amount of time desired by, or that is beneficial 
to the children, that was not to be considered as a bar or preclusion to custody being granted to that 
party. 
The case quoted above continues to acknowledge the fact that if"... explicit language (of Statute) grants 
a right to a hearing (then that hearing must take place), even though other sections (of Statute) would 
permit the court to dismiss (that hearing from not happening)". Parenthesis added for clarity. 
In one matter the court gave notice of hearing only on the notice given. In another notice the court only 
allowed an hour for all four of the parties involved to present final pleadings, or such, when no further 
information was presented by the court as to what if any of the voluminous and diversely related, and 
strongly objected issues and final pleadings the court was addressing. The Court also erred in attempting 
to convert the purpose of one hearing to serve the purpose of another hearing the court desired not to 
hold. At the end of the notice hearing, and without a chance for Respondent to cross examine or object 
and present the new evidence the court is seeking from the non professional thus testifying, the court then 
rules such, that precludes a fair and impartial hearing on the custody or best interests of the children 
matters. Therefore, counsel was unable to preserve in that hearing pertinent matters for appeal later, 
again, a infringement on the rights of the children, and the rights of the Respondent. The Court erred in 
that same notice hearing in not allowing evidence to be presented to the court that would serve to inform 
the court of the issues involving the children, an act that the guardian failed to perform for and behalf of 
the children that wished differently than did the Guardian. There was no evidence to support the action 
of the court except for the hostility the court held for the Respondent. 
This Court erred in its ruling of August 3, 2005 that in the case where the parties did not agree, an actual 
transcript of the court proceedings would be signed as the ruling, and in fact, analysis of the transcripts 
specifically shows that there is no agreement, and the issues specifically stated on the record were not 
implemented by the court, and the representations or agreement by Petitioner were false, and inconclusive 
and incomplete. 
This Court failed to conduct hearings on matters presented by the Respondent, the children, and other 
counsel, because of the Court's pre-determined feeling the court espoused. 
This court erred in failing to recognize the functional interests of the children along with the best interests 
of the children as supported in Case # 89057CA where the court recognized the custody should not be 
determined based on conflicting State Statutes, or court imposed visitation constraints, and prominent, 
though not exclusive of the demonstrated moral standards of each of the parties, along with identifying 
the parent demonstrating the most flexibility and ability to provide the most personal care for the children, 
and the bond the children have with the parent(s), and the involvement of the parents as the child's 
caretaker prior to separation, not during the pendency of the divorce action, since that is controlled by the 
court and Petitioner and not the Respondent. The Appeals Court reversed custody and remanded the 
case back to the Trial Court for further fact finding, utilizing whatever procedures and hearings available, 
and that current and factual and legal circumstances should be examined before this matter is finalized. 
With the Petitioner failing to provide all the necessary facts and information regarding the children's 
relocation, the Court was without the facts, to base a properly informed decision for the children or their 
best interests or even their desires. The same Court as noted in the case above, recognized that if proper 
due process had been followed, the parents relationships and that with their child(ren) might have been 
dramatically different. Without the facts, and the hearing of evidence, the court can not impose such a 
degree of finality and destiny of trouble upon the children. 
This Court had previously ruled that even the children's counselors and therapists were to sign off on if 
and when the minor children were not in need of any further counseling, and that the children's current 
counselors were not to be changed. This court erred in failing to uphold its own ruling, thus when the 
children are taken from the state, and such great distance away from their current counselors, that the 
counseling can not continue as had the court previously ordered. Therefore, the Court enacts power over 
and superceded the trained professional counselors that the court previously ordered as to when 
counseling was to discontinue and removed the counselors from being a controUing entity for input on the 
children's emotional well being. This court has erred by inflicting additional emotional trauma and 
setback onto the children, thus violating the Best Interests of the children premise of Statute and Court 
Order. 
This court erred in issuance of the court's final ruling, when there is still other matters waiting to be heard 
with this same case # and same parties, that of the Grandparent Visitation that is also a part of this case, 
parties. 
This court erred in failing to hold Petitioner accountable for the payment of travel related expenses for 
the minor children at least once per year as allocated with the State relocation Statute, with the year just 
about to end, there have not been any plans made or relayed to the Respondent for the children to travel 
to visit him all paid for by Petitioner as the Statute directs. 
This court erred in failing to calculate child support amounts due from either party based on current 
wages. 
This Court erred in failing to recognize as the Court of Appeals so recognized in Case # 981356CA that a 
change of custody award was best for the child(ren) with the families close proximity of kinship that the 
child(ren) enjoyed longstanding pleasant relationships with. This court failed to recognize the effects a 
move out of State would have on the already working and established visitation or Parent time the 
children enjoyed, as well as the well performing environment, and many activities the children wished to 
be a part of in their current situation where the children are thriving, happy, and well adjusted, and the 
critical point to consider, as well as the opportunities that were made available to them that the children 
enjoyed and were able to be a part of 
This court failed to recognize the harm and deprivation the children would face if moved out of state, the 
court only addressed IF Notice was given when it allowed the children to be moved out of state. 
Previously the children were able to enjoy sustainable income of the parents, with appropriate housing, 
schooling, and medical care for their needs. With the court's failure to examine the facts or hold an 
evidentiary hearing, the children are faced to live in conditions that the Custody Evaluator advised were 
not proper, with the Petitioner having little income or less than previous employment, and a harsher 
economic living environment, and problematic school attendance problems or issues, as well as none of 
the same activities or events or sports that were so much a part of their life previously for so long. 
Another reason this court erred, was in allowing the minor children to be taken away where this court 
failed to recognize the importance the Supreme Court in case # 14202 and others related the same 
significant importance to the right to support that children are afforded, include ".. .support financial and 
otherwise'' as well as the children are to be free from humiliation and have adequate housing. The court 
can not, and has not confirmed that the children are free from humiliation, emotional trauma or threats, 
and or have sustainable proper housing, nor that the children are able to exercise their rights to phone and 
mail privileges. The Petitioner failed to disclose to the court that the housing situation the minor children 
would be subjected to would be far less than what they currently enjoyed or was available with the 
Respondent, or with or through any extended family here in the environment the children were 
comfortable safe and stable in. This court erred in failing to identify, or verify what living conditions the 
children would be placed in with their relocation. 
This court seemed more interested in harming the children and penalizing the Respondent and motivate 
the Respondent to move thus getting the case to a different jurisdiction once residency of the parties is 
attained. Of course, this notion is very obscure, yet that seemed to be the tone of the court, when the 
court ruled that the move to be "immediately". Subsequently, and with the courts awareness, the 
Respondent was not even able to bid farewell to the minor children. If the Petitioner and the court was 
truly interested in doing what was in the children's best interests, then some advance plan or preparation 
would be afforded to prevent such disruption in the children's lives, and the Respondent's. Additionally, 
the court could then prepare to hear evidence on the merits and detriments on such and thus would be 
well informed as to the facts and the living conditions and visitation the minor children could expect. The 
court did not act to protect the children, or their needs. 
Without good cause, formal or informal notice as to the whereabouts of the children to this date, has still 
not been provided to the Respondent, or to the court, or to the children's counselors or therapists. 
One of the paramount directives of child support and Alimony being assessed, is that the children because 
of no fault of their own, are not faced to endure economic loss or hardship. However, the court erred in 
allowing such economic hardship to be placed upon the children, thus their rights are further voided by 
the actions in error of the court. 
Under Utah Appeals case # 900480-CA, the court ruled that the longstanding relationship or environment 
or arrangement the children enjoyed was not to be change. This court erred in failing to uphold that same 
standard. In allowing the Petitioner to uproot, and tear apart the longstanding environment that the 
children enjoyed for so long, by moving the children away, shows that the court is not impartial to gender 
or persons, but that it was only concerned if the Respondent tore apart the longstanding relationship or 
environment or arrangement that the children were a part of. Why does the court inflict titlte and 
ownership rights to the children, rather than maintaining the environment for them regardless of what 
party moved away. If the court allowed the children to be in the are of the Respondent, the children 
would still be allowed to be in the same longstanding environment or arrangement that the children 
enjoyed for so long, that is supported to remain intact under Cummings v. Cwnmings. The intent of the 
case was to not disrupt the children's lives, not to use the children as a reward to one parent over another 
parent. 
This Court erred in failing to recognize as in Paryzek v. Paryzek and quoted in the case noted above, that 
"Trial courts must examine the child's(ren) need for stability.. .including the prior duration, and the 
potential harm to the child if the arrangement is changed". Here the court addresses the arrangement and 
the stability of the child, and not the parent or person granted custody as an award for good behavior. 
With the previous arrangement that had lasted a substantial time, the children were able to weekly be with 
their father and many extended family members and strengthen their kinship associations, participate in 
sports or other activities that they and their Father attended several times a week, their Father could be an 
regularly involved integral part of their life. If the children stayed in Utah in a close proximity to the 
environment they had done well in and enjoyed and were stable irrespective of what parent is given the 
award (reward) of custody, the best interests of the children and the functional best interests and needs 
and desires of the children would be served. In addition to that, the many other previously issued court 
Orders could be complied with. Conversely, the court erred in rewarding the Petitioner for her behavior 
and conduct in not speaking up to the court, and thus sentenced the children to instability, irregular 
school attendance, future moving when settled, lack of kinship they enjoyed, lack of their Father being an 
integral part of their life on a regular more than weekly basis. Where is it shown that the court acted on 
the Best Interests of the children or to meet the minimum of such a critical spectrum as noted in so many 
other cases irrespective of gender of the custody holder. 
This Court erred in failing to find the importance of BOTH parents actively involved in a child's life from 
conception through to death of the child even long after the parent passes away. The Respondent would 
foster, build and support an arrangement where both parents are actively involved in the child's life. The 
Petitioner has demonstrated a strong will and indifference against such from happening. When the 
Respondent speaks up to the court for what is not happening but what is best for the children, the court 
acts punitively toward the Respondent, rather than what is demonstrated, proven, and apparent to be in 
the best interest of the children. 
This court erred in not realizing what Respondent and so many others already knows, and would promote 
or support, that children need a Father in their life as much as they need a Mother. The Respondent asks 
who makes the laws that we are governed by, the Legislature, the Court, or the Petitioner. The court 
erred when it granted that authority, influence and power to the Petitioner when it allows the Father to be 
taken out of the life of the children not because the children need it, but because the Petitioner's selfish 
designs to inflict hurt on the Respondent. This same aspect of use of the "system" was noted by the court 
previously when it noted that the Petitioner ".. .used the system to gain a personal advantage in the 
divorce proceedings, rather than for the purpose the system was intended, or protection or well being of 
the children". The same court however failed to find the Petitioner was wrong or should be accountable 
for her false representations to use the system for her personal advantage. 
This Court erred when it failed to recognize the petitioner refused to submit a workable or amenable 
parenting plan as is required, and the court refused to even consider the Respondent's parenting plan he 
submitted that included both parents involvement with the children. Again, such actions of the court and 
Petitioner costs the children what is best for them and violates their rights. 
This Court failed to allow an equal presentation of facts and evidence to be given or presented to the 
Custody Evaluator, thus causing the Custody Evaluator to prepare an incomplete, improper Evaluation. 
The Court never allowed testimony or hearing on the validity of the Custody Evaluation report prior to or 
since accepting the report into evidence, or allowed such to be corrected, or a proper evaluation be 
conducted. 
This court erred in failing to view the Petitioner's moral standards as are to be considered per Statutory 
consideration if such is harmful to the best interests of the children. This same aspect is also supported in 
Roberts v. Roberts and other cases. The court failed to allow any hearing on the moral character of the 
Petitioner to even be presented to the court. Thereby, how could the court make an informed decision 
without all of the facts to consider, unless the court had pre-determined how this issue was going to be 
decided, because of the court's own bias against the Respondent, or influence brought by inappropriate 
evidence that the court was swayed by. In that case, any hearing would be an act in futility, and a slap of 
the justice system. 
This court erred in failing to provide contingencies for resolution in the event the parties fail to conform 
or abide with court orders regarding property distribution, thereby causing further expenses and court 
involvement and thus a finalization is not possible thus further involving the courts. The court was mis 
led to believe that the Petitioner was intending to remain in the marital home, and would thus be available 
for any mediation disputes of Parent Time, thus the court ordered mediation as the problem solving 
contingency. However, when the court ruled the Petitioner could move away to California with the 
children, the court failed to uphold its previous order of custody going to the Respondent, or that of 
mediation, therefore, the court's ruling made an immediate need for mediation, and yet failed to provide 
provision for such in the order ruling on the relocation notice thus the children were taken without 
changing the custody or mediation parameters of the prior court orders. With this new order of the 
court, there is no visitation provision, no change in custody provision, no mediation provision, thus the 
problems remain unresolved, and much worse and less orderly than before, because of the error of the 
court. 
This court erred in its agreement that counsel's representation and fees for this divorce action were 
contingent on the sale of the marital home. 
This court erred in failing to investigate and have hearing on the newly discovered evidence that was 
made available before such time as the court signed the order. 
This court erred when it granted individual standing to one minor child for separate court action involved 
in this matter, but refused separate standing to one or two other minor children in this action. This 
caused the rights of the other two children to be taken, or violated by the granting of standing or rights to 
the one child. The oldest child is not entitled to all of the collective rights of all of the children combined, 
but each child is to be afforded their own rights not to be violated by the others involved. 
This court erred in admitting into the court action information from one outside counsel serving the minor 
children, but refused and disallowed information and documents prepared by outside counsel for and in 
behalf of the other minor children. Such discrimination and violation of fair and impartial dealings and 
proper representation requirement for the children, violates their rights, and is contrary to state statute 
garnering counsel for minors. 
This Court erred in assigning and forcing the attorney fees to be paid out of the rents, and profits of 
property owned by a third party financially or litigation wise involved in this Divorce action, and who is 
not a party to the divorce. The Court was well aware of the fact that the property the fees were assessed 
against was not owned by the Respondent. 
In Mitchell the Court found "that proposition to constitute a clear denial of due process of law". 
Therefore, "no property owner is safe" as pointed out by Justice Stewart. 
This Court erred when it failed to assign such fees to specifically apply to the Petitioner's share of the 
property ownership. Therefore, the non-party's asset is inappropriately diluted because of the error of 
the court. Consequently, the Respondent's counsel was bared from enjoying the same benefit of payment 
of fees, and subsequently withdrew as counsel prior to the Order even being properly completely objected 
to or prepared by counsel. Thus causing Respondent further denial of due process and fair 
representation, since no other counsel will appear to object to or prepare another counsel's Order without 
being a party to the hearing or negotiations to begin with. It is an error of the court to require another 
attorney to come into this case and know what the specific negotiations, or deal was that brought about 
the "agreement", thus the opposing counsel that stay on the case is at a distinct advantage to take 
advantage of the newly on board counsel just to finish the required Order. This also places the Respndent 
at a highly disadvantaged position as well, since the Respondent was not privy to all of the counsel's 
private negotiations among themselves. 
This court erred in failing to allow evidence or motion or hearing to rule in allowing child support to be 
paid children via income assignment stipulations or parameters, thus causing the children harm from not 
availing what is possible for their financial stability and future issues in their life, and would be in their 
best interests. 
This court erred in upsetting a longstanding custody arrangement without good cause. Since the court in 
many cases both in Utah, and elsewhere, have long held that a longstanding arrangement is best not to 
interfere with or change without good cause. Since it is not defined how long, a longstanding 
arrangement is to be, before it passes the threshold of not to be changed, it is only obvious to the children 
if something is changed that causes the children to experience trauma, trepidation, fear, anxiety and harm. 
The minor children for all of their life 15, 13, and 9 years old have only known the aspect of living with 
their Mother and / or their Father in the parties marital home. They also strongly knew their 
Grandmother, and close extended family, closely involved and living in close proximity with daily to 
several times per week personal contact. In this environment the children did well, and were able to 
benefit greatly by the monetary and non-monetary contributions and benefits afforded by such personal 
family contact. Is 9 years longstanding to be supported in not to disrupt under Cummings, or 13 years, 
or 15 years long enough?. Now without good cause, and without facts, and without a hearing of the 
evidence, the court, by it's action, or in-action and incomplete Orders, dis-allowed the children any 
personal contact with said family and friends, and such associations and events or activities and emotional 
support that was available to them. This view of the court allowed the minor children to be taken to a 
completely different environment devoid of any personal contact with their Father by allowing the 
Petitioner to move with the children. 
This court erred in failing to define longstanding arrangement such that it suffices not to be disrupted for 
fear of harming the children. 
This court erred in ordering something that the court fails to define. The court in many prior rulings and 
in compliance with State statute ordered Frequent and Meaningful visitation or Parent Time. However, 
the court failed to define specifics such that the prior Orders meaningless and unenforceable since no-one 
will attempt to second guess the court, and try to define what the court meant with frequent let alone 
meaningful. How often is frequent?. The court erred in failing to define an ambiguous or vague term, 
that can not be upheld, or enforced with specifics, and therefore leaves much for different interpretation, 
and lawlessness among one or both of the parents. How meaningful can Parent Time or visitation be if 
the parent and child is not able to be together, in the child's comfort environment and among family or 
friends the child feels comfortable, safe, secure, and stable with. The court does a dis-service to the 
children, because they are left to only anticipate what they feel or believe is frequent, and yet have 
nothing more to anticipate other than one parents control of the situation to harm the other parent. In 
this specific case, the minor children were led to believe they would get to see their Father more often 
(1/2 the time they were out of school) instead of only every other weekend. Their explanation by their 
counsel and the Petitioner painted the facts to the minor children like they were getting more time with 
their Father like they had requested, when in fact the time together is much less than they were enjoying 
previously. The children also feel betrayed by the "justice" or sentence and trauma that was forced upon 
them. 
This court erred in not directly finding the facts of all of the children's desires, from the children in this 
life affecting arrangement the court is deciding for them. The court relied on the words of counsel that 
admitted in court that she was not trained and qualified to speak to what was in the best interests of the 
children. The court allowed it to be guided by the personal opinion of an uninvolved person that is not 
affected by the bad decisions or rulings or having to deal with the troubled your that evolve from 
Fatherless homes. This person just goes on to her next case and her other three to five hundred kids she 
represents in court. 
In another similar case, the higher court remanded the case back to the Trial court to dis-allow the child 
from being taken out of State, because it would place the child in a position to be TOO overly dependent 
on only one parent, now that her Father was not going to be closely involved with her growth and 
development. The court erred in recognizing the contributions that Fathers, and extended family and 
friends that have already established a lifelong relationship can contribute to the child's development and 
personal, and emotional stability, again error at the expense of the children and Respondent and others 
that support the children. 
This court failed to define how long a longstanding arrangement or relationship must be before it can't be 
broken without good, valid, strong reason or cause. 
In prior court hearings, this court had found on three separate occasions that it was NOT in the children's 
best interests to be moved from their current proximity. Now without hearing or evidence or fact, the 
court so rules to ultimately make their prior rulings unworkable, and denied the children and the 
Respondent the rights the court previously granted. In one such prior hearing, it was determined that the 
Petitioner was free to move away, and that if so, the Respondent was to accommodate her bi-weekly or 
monthly visits with the children, because the court recognized then the importance of both parents having 
close frequent meaningful parent time with the children. Now the situation is changed to take away that 
same right or importance the court previously espoused as needing to occur for the best interests of the 
children. This change in position without fact or good cause leaves to interpretation that the gender of 
the parties has a great deal to do with the court's actions. In saying that, and pointing out weaknesses in 
this court, and its rulings and bias, it places the Respondent in an anticipated dis-advantage for equal 
treatment by this same judiciary. 
This Court failed to require compliance by Petitioner to its previously issued Orders. The Court failed to 
sanction counsel or Petitioner or require them to be accountable for accuracy, strict compliance with the 
law, and proper presentation of the facts, and for failing to act expeditiously as required of judicial 
conduct. The Court failed to uphold the attorney's ethical considerations of ethical competent 
representation is more important than financial concerns of counsel. 
This court erred in failing to require strict compliance to Statute as required under Brixen, Baqdger, 
Leavanger, all Utah Appellate cases remanded or supported because of failure of parties to strictly 
comply with Statute. 
Such drastic plain error of the Court warrants dismissing this case and or declaring a mis-trial, and setting 
aside any "Perceived Agreement" until an unprejudiced court can hear an un-tainted case, with full and 
proper evidence, and the Respondent, and the minor children are allowed proper representation and 
preparation to present the facts that need to be presented to the Court. 
This court erred when the minor children have requested their own counsel, and at their own expense, 
and such request has been denied by the Court. 
Previously this court recognized the error of the court in another matter related to this action, that 
resulted in, and consequently served to improperly influence this court action. However, the court failed 
to act such to correct the error of the court, or the effect such error had on this case. Such was noted by 
the Court. 
This court erred when it failed to research the prior ruling where the wording was pointed out to be 
misleading. The court so acted as to be directed by inaccurate writings of Counsel, rather than to 
perform due diligence to garner the correct information, and clarify the courts use of the misleading 
terminology that was compounded by counsel's bias and desire to self serve his client the Petitioner and 
counsel's ill prepared Order. Therefore, the court was inappropriately influenced by counsel in the courts 
ruling. The Court departed from convention of providing independent clarity for just laziness on the part 
of this court, in failing to be free of such inappropriate influence. 
This court erred in failing to recognize the importance the Court of Appeals of Utah placed on the parent 
and child bond together, and the harm to the child in breaking that bond. It is a far different thing if the 
bond between a parent and a child is strong and that parent themselves chooses to move away from the 
child, than is the case when a parent is allowed to break that strong parent child bond with the other 
parent because of their own jealousy, spite, or anger toward that other parent, in an attempt to strengthen 
their own bond with the child at the expense to the child. 
This court erred in not allowing the evidence, facts, or even comments of the children as to what 
emotional and physical attachment the child feels for either or both parents. The court took the word of 
the Petitioner and an admitted untrained lay person who inappropriately represented the children as the 
determining factor as to what the court would rule. The court erred in refusing to even inquire of all of 
the children. In many other cases currently before the court, several other young children were allowed 
to be heard by the judge. In this specific case, the minor children even wrote to the judge requesting an 
opportunity to speak with him. 
This court erred in calculation of the Petitioner's share of Child Support and Alimony paid to the 
Petitioner, and in place of Alimony to be paid to the Respondent, should have been based on the fact that 
the Court failed to impute attributable income from the Petitioner's full income and rents the Petitioner 
attempts to claim ownership of for property the Petitioner owns. Again, the Court and Petitioner use 
whatever law, Statute, or other action of the court to further the personal cause of the Petitioner, rather 
than equally serve both parties. Claiming a benefit, or asset without having to face the full cost or 
responsibility, or accountability of that same benefit or asset is contrary to justice. 
This court erred in failing to find the Petitioner in contempt when in fact the Petitioner so acted to be in 
contempt. However, because of the courts view against the Respondent, the court took inappropriate 
action and violated the rights of the respondent. This issue was played out in Mitchell v. Mitchell, Both 
Justices Crockett and Stewart agree, that the Defendant should not be punished in one ruling of the court 
because of the courts view of that Defendants condemnation in another matter in the same case. Both 
justices are of the notion that the law provides remedies to deal with a problem or situation that would 
protect the rights of all parties involved, rather than the court view of condemnation against the 
Respondent in all issues, because of the poor view of the Respondent on one issue. This Respondent also 
agrees with the Justices, and feels such was the case with this Court. Justice Stewart point to the fact, 
that just because the Petitioner could have done things differently, the Respondent should not therefore 
be punished because of the view of the court toward the Respondent. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to declare a mistrial, and allow a new trial to occur 
with a different judge, with new evidence and information to be presented with all of the facts and 
evidence properly presented and thus allow any color of inappropriate conduct to be dispelled, and all of 
the parties involved to be afforded their right of proper competent representation of their choice to meet 
their needs and best interests, and proper Due Process. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court in order for a fair and impartial trial to occur, the 
minor children are to be immediately returned to their former residence in the state of Utah for the proper 
counseling and evaluations and hearings to be conducted. 
THEREFORE, because of the many errors of the court, and the lack of impartiality, Respondent 
motions the court, IF a new trial is held, rather than just being dismissed, to have that trial held in a 
different District, or different court, and allow all improper evidence that was allowed into the file, and 
influence the court to be removed. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court to allow the professionals that have already been 
retained, and those needed to present proper and applicable evidence to be allowed to so act and be heard 
and treated in an unbiased manner irrespective of the financial position or condition of the Respondent. 
Dated this day of December, 2005. Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake ) appeared before me on the 
day of , with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on , I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Paul J. Morken 6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion for Sanction of Counsel & 
Petitioner & Affidavit. 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent attests to and Motions the Court the following: 
In August 2004, and again in October the court held hearing, and subsequently found and affirmed on 
both occasions, that if the Petitioner elected to move to California, that the Respondent was ordered to 
be allowed to take occupancy of the parties marital home. 
The Petitioner elected to move to California on October 6, 2005. 
The Petitioner or Petitioner's counsel prevented and refused to allow the Respondent to occupy the 
marital residence after the Petitioner moved to California. 
The court had not issued any time constraint after such move by the Petitioner that such occupancy was 
to be prevented. 
Because the court, and the Petitioner, failed to provide any other accommodation or ruling different from 
the 2004 court Orders noted above, relating to the Respondent to occupy the marital residence in the 
event that the Petitioner elected to move to California, the Respondent and the Petitioner are left to be 
bound by the prior orders that were ruled upon and signed by the court in September, and October of 
2004, where the court specifically ordered this aspect of determination that the Respondent was to 
occupy the marital residence if the Petitioner elected to move to California. 
The Petitioner violated the Order of the court, in the Petitioner's efforts to obstruct justice. 
The Petitioner placed, or caused to be placed three (3) different padlocks at three different times on the 
doors of the marital residence property, thus preventing the Respondent from entering or occupying the 
premises as the court had previously ordered. 
The Petitioner's counsel had communicated that he had possession of the key to the door, and to the 
padlock, and yet counsel refused to provide such keys to the Respondent. 
While said counsel was in sole possession of the keys to the marital residence, counsel failed to disclose 
to the Respondent that the Respondent was able to take occupancy of the marital residence, and yet 
allowed, or caused others to have access to take possessions that were in the residence or on the 
oremises. 
The Respondent was caused to be locked out of the marital residence or property on three different 
occasions and with three different locks, and a different door knob lock as well. The Petitioner, or said 
counsel habitually attempted to block the Respondent from the marital residence after the Petitioner 
elected to move to California. 
When finally, the Respondent was able to finally gain access to the premises to retrieve the Respondent's 
personal property with police and witnesses, there was not what the court had previously ordered to be 
returned to the Respondent. 
It is undetermined how much of the personal property of the Respondent that counsel caused, or allowed 
to be taken from the property that the Petitioner left or claims to have provided for the Respondent's 
return of all of his personal property as the court had previously ordered to have returned to the 
Respondent. Counsel later admitted that others were taking belongings from the residence. 
The Petitioner, or Petitioner's counsel refused to give the Respondent the keys for the lock or the newly 
placed padlocks that prevented the Respondent from entering the marital residence, or to retrieve some of 
the Respondent's personal property that was left at the marital residence. 
The actions of the Petitioner's counsel, or the Petitioner obstructed justice, and was a malicious act to 
further harm and restrict the Respondent from gaining what was allowed, or the right to occupancy of the 
marital residence. 
THEREFORE, in order for justice to be served, the Respondent motions the court to sanction the 
Petitioner's counsel for counsel's blatant attempt to thwart and obstruct justice. 
THEREFORE, in order for justice to be equally served, the Respondent motions the court to Order the 
Petitioner nor the Respondent is liable for any attorney fees to said counsel because of the counsel's 
demonstrated unethical conduct. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court to find the Petitioner in contempt of the prior court 
orders on this matter, for the Petitioner's part in obstructing justice, and denying the Respondent of the 
right the court had granted to the Respondent. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court for judgement against the said counsel for the value of 
all the personal property that the Petitioner claims was left for, or given to the Respondent, and that the 
Respondent has not been able to receive, or retrieve, because of its "unexplained" disappearance or no 
longer in existence. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court to issue judgement against the Petitioner in favor of 
the Respondent, for the costs incurred plus compensation for obstructing justice, and blocking the 
Respondent from gaining the keys, or access to the marital residence, and the loss of the Respondent's 
personal property. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone 
STATE OF UTAH 
:ss 
County of Salt Lake 
day of 
) appeared before me on the 
, with satisfactory evidence to prove to me his/her identity and signed this document 
in my presence and affirmed that he/she had read this document and understood its contents and that the contents were true 
to his/her personal knowledge. 
DATED this day of , . 
Notary Public /Deputy Clerk Signature 
I certify that on 
Paul J. Morken 
Brent Chipman 
Certificate of Delivery 
I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
6925 Union Park Center, suite #600, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047 
215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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State of Utah - Third District Courl ^ 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) ]^oti(^to consider prior Motions 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Respondent motions the court to consider the Respondent's previously submitted motions under Pro se 
approval. 
Because of the ineffective assistance of counsel of the Respondent's counsel and subsequent withdrawal 
of counsel, Respondent requests' the court to review and hear motions that were previously submitted 
The Motions are as follows: 
Motion & Order for assignment of America First Debt obligation 
Motion # 1 for Petitioner's contempt 
Motion # 2 for Petitioner's contempt 
Motion for resolution of pressing financial matters 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the Court to accept, consider, and hold hearing on the above 
noted motions that have previously been submitted to the court. 
Dated this day of December, 2005 Signed. 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on December , 2005 I caused a copy of this document to be delivered to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite # 1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah ~ Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to accept prior filings 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
In light of the need for resolution of pending matters, and in compliance with judicial economy 
concerns, and to avoid harming the Respondent for the loss of filing dates applicable to statute, 
Respondent Motions the court to accept the Respondent's previous filings in order for the court 
proceedings to proceed without undue delay, and further harm or loss to either party. The 
Respondent has attempted to do the best possible presentation of the facts and issues, amid the 
devastating effects of having had the court dismiss the Respondent's counsel prior to the 
resolution of the issues needing to be resolved, and without completion of the courts order to 
prepare the order of the court. Respondent has been unable to obtain proper counsel to step into 
the middle of what was already started by some other counsel or court problems or the court's 
failure to uphold its prior orders. 
The problem of improperly prepared filings was not created only by the Respondent. 
The Petitioner has also demonstrated or acted such by their responses and correspondence or 
personal requests, that the Petitioner is properly informed of the issues to be resolved, and that 
the prior filings were acceptable. Now, there is a possible hearing of the issues, and presentation 
of the dirty hands of the Petitioner is now brought to the enlightenment of the court, the 
Petitioner attempts to get the Respondent's previous filings removed from the court's 
consideration, or hearing. 
Upon review of the transcripts from the parties prior court appearances, the record clearly shows 
that many of issues presented for resolutiort were not part of the "agreement" of the parties, or 
were issues required of the court to be heard to be resolved, and have not been resolved, though 
much was misrepresented to the court by the Petitioner had happened, when in fact such had not 
happened as the court had ordered, and or the Respondent had been mis guided or was led to 
believe it had happened appropriately. 
Additionally, Judge Medley as recent as January 9, 2006, also recognized that many issues also 
might need to come before the court for resolution by Commissioner Casey. 
The issues presented in the Respondent's previous filings are valid, and are not moot. 
The Respondent's previous filings are an attempt to uphold the rights of the other parties affected 
by the parties court action, as well as to uphold the Respondent's rights as well as attempting to 
comply with other orders of Judge Medley or Commissioner Casey, as well as to attempt to bring 
some form of uniformity and clarification to the proceedings, and therefore, the Respondent 
should not be inflicted to suffer punishment or lack of due process, or denial of rights. 
Previous orders or hearings of the court, have not dealt with proper adjudication of the matters 
presented by the Respondent in the Respondent's previous filings. 
The Petitioner currently, as well as many times previously, attempts to misrepresent the facts to 
the court, or fails to disclose pertinent aspects and thus the Respondent asks the court to consider 
the previously submitted filings of the Respondent so the court may be more adequately informed. 
Additionally, the Petitioner has caused to be interjected many issues or aspects that were not part 
of the parties prior court appearance(s) that the court was led to believe had happened or 
occurred, or even that a valid "agreement" existed. 
Such "agreement" was misrepresented, induced, coerced, and fraudulently obtained by the 
Petitioner. 
Such "agreement" was inappropriately represented, and is currently under appeal. The issues 
needing resolution are separate and different than issues on appeal, and are in need of immediate 
court intervention to provide clarity as to the parties actions, responsibilities, and rights, and the 
rights and duties of other parties affected by the court's incomplete, or un-enforced prior orders. 
In a recent minute entry by Commissioner Casey, the court recognized the Respondent's prior 
filings might not be sufficiently out of compliance with newly implemented changes or rules, to 
be completely disregarded, and such was not required by Commissioner Casey. 
Requiring the Respondent to re-file all the previously filed filings outside of the date of the Order 
of the court, would thus cause the Respondent to suffer harm, prejudice and loss of the 
Respondent's rights. 
The Respondent expresses the concept to the court, that the Petitioner objects to and motions the 
court to strike the Respondent's previously filed filings, only as a mere attempt to: 
1. Delay, or postpone proper dealing of the issues, until the Petitioner feels it is right, and 
2. Keep the court misinformed as to the facts of the case, and to 
3. Obstruct justice, and also to 
4. Prejudice the court against the Respondent, and to 
5. Deny the Respondent or others previously established rights or protections, and to 
6. Gain further advantage in future proceedings, and to 
7. Cause the Respondent's loss of filing dates outside of the filing date of the court's 
Order, and 
8. Gain further advantage by misuse, or abuse of the legal system, 
All of which the Petitioner or counsel has previously used as tactics or practiced in the past. 
Previously the Guardian ad litem attempted to reject the Respondent's prior filings because the 
address the Respondent noted for the Guardian was not as the Guardian requested it be on 
January 9, 2006. The Respondent has personally hand delivered all of the Respondent's previous 
filings to the office of the Guardian. If the Guardian rejects the Respondent's previous filings 
because of a different address than requested, then all of the Petitioner's previous filings should 
equally be rejected where the Petitioner did not include the same address as the Guardian 
requested, in order not to show preferential treatment to one party over another. 
Further delay of resolution of the issues presented by the Respondent is further harm, loss, and 
injustice inflicted upon the Respondent and others involved or affected. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court to reject all of the Petitioner's previous filings 
that did not include the same address for the Guardian that the Guardian required of the 
Respondent. 
THEREFORE, the Respondent motions the court to accept the Respondent's previously filed 
filings, such that matters needing court intervention may advance, and other affected parties may 
be protected, or served by the duty of the court, to protect their interests. 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
Todd Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84124 
(801) 277-9955 (Messages) 
State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne Stone (Petitioner) Motion to accept prior filings 
V. 
Todd Stone (Respondent) Case #: 014903655 
Commissioner: Casey 
Judge: Medley 
Certificate of Delivery 
I certify that on , I hand delivered a copy of this document to the following: 
Brent Chipman 215 South State Street, suite #1200, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Sharon Kishner 450 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 2nd floor 
Dated this day of Signed: 
Todd Stone Pro Se 
CO-PARENTING MEDIATION PROGRAM 
PHILIP R. SHERMAN 
PROGRAM COORDINATOR 
JILLTIBBITTS 
CASE LOAD COORDINATOR 
WWW.UTCOURTS.GOV/MEDIATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
450 SOUTH STATE STREET 
P.O. Box 140241 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-0241 
PHONE(801) 578-3826 
FAX (801) 578-3843 
October 11, 2005 
Joanne Stone 
2783 Melony Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84124 
Todd Stone 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
Re: Joanne L. Stone vs. ToddL. Stone 
Case No: 014903655 DA 
Dear Ms. Stone and Mr. Stone: 
Your mediation session scheduled for October 20, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. in the above-noted 
matter has been cancelled. 
As you are aware, at your hearing held September 30, 2005 Judge Medley required Mr. 
Stone to file all motions through his counsel of record, Mary Corporon. This would include the 
Motion to Enforce Parent-Time which was filed September 30,2005. 
Any co-parenting issues which arise with either of you would need to be referred to your 
attorney. Your attorney could then facilitate the proper process for moving the issues through the 
court. 
Sincerely, 
Jill Tibbitts 
Case Load Coordinator 
jt 
cc: Nini Rich, Mediator 
Brent R. Chipman, Esq. 
Mary C. Corporon, Esq. 
Sharon Kishner, GAL 
CO-PARENTING MEDIATION PROGRAM 
PHILIP R. SHERMAN 
PROGRAM COORDINATOR 
JILLTIBBITTS 
CASE LOAD COORDINATOR 
WWW.UTCOURTS.GOV/MEDIATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
450 SOUTH STATE STREET 
P.O. Box 140241 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-0241 
PHONE (801) 578-3826 
FAX (801) 578-3843 
October 7, 2005 
Todd Stone 
3747 Hillside Lane 
Salt Lake City, UT 84109 
Dear Mr. Stone: 
As you may be aware, a motion alleging parent-time problems has been filed with the 
Third District Court. Pursuant to the Utah Code Annotated §30-3-38, your case has been referred 
to the Co-Parenting Mediation Program. The Co-Parenting Mediation Program is dedicated to 
helping co-parents resolve parenting issues, helping to create co-parenting plans, and building 
bridges so children can transition between parents while maintaining healthy relationships. The 
program believes that it is beneficial for co-parents to establish and maintain good 
communication regarding the care of their children. It is also the belief of the program that each 
co-parent has rights, privileges, duties and powers, and it is important for their children to have 
caring and nurturing relationships with both co-parents. 
Accordingly, a mediation has been scheduled in this case for: 
Thursday, October 20, 2005 at 10:00 AM, MST with Nini Rich 
at The Matheson Courthouse 
450 South State Street, 3rd Floor, N31, in Salt Lake City. 
Please note, this is a mandatory session and parties are required to attend, and sanctions 
may be imposed by the court for non-compliance. Your mediator will be calling to confirm your 
mediation and payment arrangements. All questions and concerns should be directed to Program 
staff. 
Below is specific information about the mediation process and program policies: 
MEDIATION AND FOLLOW UP: Mediation consists of the initial session and follow up by 
the Program. Follow up may include, a telephone call, email, or letter, and is conducted to offer 
continuing support to the parties and encourage compliance with mediated agreements.. 
INTAKE SURVEY: Each party is asked to fill out the Screening Intake form that will be 
provided to the mediator as background information. This form needs to be returned to program 
at the address or fax number listed above within 48 hours of receipt of this letter. 
RESCHEDULING: Rescheduling will not be permitted. Parties should consider a 
scheduled mediation session as important and firm as a court hearing. Parties who live out of 
state may call in at (801) 238-7886. Parties who do not attend the mediation will be reported 
to the court. 
OCT-07-2005 FRI 05:00 PN FABIAN & CLENDENIN FAX NO. 801 531 1716 P, 01/16 
Fabian 
Clendenin 
A Professional Corporation 
Attorneys at Law 
215 South State, Twelfth Floor 
Sail Lake City, UT 84111 
Telephone (801)531*8900 
PO Box 510210 
Sail Lake City, tJT 84151-0210 
Brent R. Chipman 
Attorney at Law 
Direct Dial (bO 1)323-2229 
Facsimile (801)531-1716 
b chip man ((Ofa hwnlu w c o m 
October 7, 2005 
SENT BY TELFAX AND 
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL 
Jill Tibbitts 
Case Load Coordinator 
Co-Parenting Mediation Program 
450 South State Street 
PO. Box 140241 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-0241 
Fax No 801-578-3843 
RE: Joanne Stone v. Todd Stone Civil No. 014903655 DA 
Dear Jill: 
Thank you for sending me a copy of the letter regarding mediation, for 
sending me Mr. Stone's pro se Motion to Enforce Parent Time, and for returning my 
telephone call. 
i enclose a print out of part of the divorce docket showing that Judge 
Medley ordered Mr. Stone to file all motions through his attorney Mary C. Corporon on 
^S^H f iMB I^^^^^ te ^morning. This is the same day he filed his Motion with your 
officer ^ ^ -
I also enclose a copy of the Certified Order entered by Judge Medley 
yesterday allowing Mrs. Joanne Stone to move to California with the children. 
Because Mr. Stone's pro se Motion contains many requests for relief that 
are not associated with parent time, and because he is to file through his counsel, I ask 
uouiteaamtiBb^^ with Nini Rich. If Ms. 
LEGAL REPRESENTATION: Parties are not required to have legal representation during a 
mediation session. If an attorney will be attending, the program must be notified within 48 hours 
of receipt of this letter. If you or your attorney fails to notify program staff in the time requested, 
the attorney may not be allowed in the session or the mediation rescheduled at your expense 
($75.00). Be advised that attorney participation will be limited to privately advising clients and 
reviewing pertinent documents. Attorneys are asked not to speak for their clients during 
mediation. 
PARENT-TIME (VISITATION) SERVICES: In many cases, the use of parent-time (visitation) 
services eliminates the barriers to meaningful and healthy visits. If the parties agree to use these 
services through mediation, they may be paid for by the Program. If no agreement is reached, 
or the terms of the agreement are not complied with, an automatic referral to a parent-time 
(visitation) services provider may be made. 
AGREEMENTS: If the parties are able to reach an agreement, it is their ultimate 
responsibility to draft the agreement into a pleading (i.e., a stipulation) to be filed with the court. 
Notably, parties should have their attorneys review any agreements made during the mediation 
session as no binding agreements will be signed during the mediation. 
Again, we encourage you to contact us at 578-3826 if you have any questions regarding 
the mediation process or the scheduled mediation. We appreciate your participation in this 
process and are confident the mediation will facilitate productive communication. 
SinoereHy, / 
(Zo-Iiarenting Mediation Program Staff 
cc: Mary Corperon 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
HOW TO FILE THE MOTION TO ENFORCE PARENT TIME ORDER 
OVERVIEW: When a motion is filed in the Third District Court (Salt Lake, Summit, and Tooele 
counties) alleging a dispute over or problems with court-ordered parent-time (visitation), a 
referral to mediation is required. Mediation is a process where parties meet with a neutral third-
party to identify areas of concern and the needs of the parents and children, and has been proven 
very successful in resolving parent-time problems. Below are the instructions to fill out and file 
a Motion to Enforce Parent-time Order and make the referral to mediation. 
FORMS: The forms on this website are designed to assist parents who already have a court 
order for parent-time (visitation) and who are experiencing problems or disputes and need the 
order enforced. These forms are for use in the Third District Court ONLY (Salt Lake, Summit, 
and Tooele counties). 
STEP 1: MOTION TO ENFORCE PARENT-TIME ORDER: Include your name, address, 
and phone number in the upper left-hand corner. Copy all of the other court information (name 
of Petitioner, Respondent, case/civil number, Judge, and Commissioner) exactly as it appears on 
the court order. Then complete all the information on this form, especially the information 
regarding the existing orders of the Court which deal with parent-time as well as what you want 
the Court to order regarding parent-time. Do not forget to complete the CERTIFICATE OF 
MAILING. 
\ \p\P STEP 2: PARENT-TIME DISPUTE REFERRAL FORM: Fill this form out completely, 
^ ^A including all phone numbers that you have for you and the other parent and email addresses. 
M)V Please check all the boxes that apply to your case. 
STEP 3: WHEN COMPLETED: When you have completed the MOTION and 
REFERRAL FORM, make three (3) copies of the MOTION. You will need to do the following: 
• Mail one of the copies to the other parent 
• Keep one of the copies for your records 
• Attach the REFERRAL FORM to one of the copies and bring it into the Third 
District Court, 450 South State Street, 3rd Floor, W-30. If you cannot deliver it in 
person, you may mail it to: 
The Co-Parenting Mediation Program 
Administrative Office of the Court 
450 South State Street 
POBOX 140241 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-0241 
• Bring in the original MOTION to the Third District Court, 450 South State Street, 
Xo i 3rd Floor, W-30. If you cannot deliver and file the MOTION in person, you may 
t,A
 c gOf* mail it to: 
. </ , J 5ar The Third District Court 
<:^( 450 South State Street 
POBOX 1860 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-1860 
STEP 4: MEDIATED ORDER REGARDING PARENT-TIME: If an agreement is 
reached in mediation, you may fill out the MEDIATED ORDER, each of you must sign the back 
page approving the terms of the order, and then submit it to the court for signature. Your 
agreement then becomes the new order of the court, and subject to court enforcement if there are 
future disputes or problems. This may be delivered or mailed to the Third District Court at the 
address above. 
PARENT-TIME DISPUTES 
Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §30-3-38 all parent-time disputes must be referred to the Co-Parenting 
Mediation Program. If you are filing a pleading alleging court-ordered parent-time is being violated, 
PLEASE FILL OUT THIS FORM COMPLETELY AND ATTACH IT TO A COPY OF YOUR PLEADING. 
Case No: Judge/Commissioner 
Petitioner (Q Custodial Parent) Respondent (QCustodial Parent) 
Name 
Address 
City, ST Zip 
Phone #s 
Email 
Attorney 
Atty Phone # 
Please Check ( / ) All Boxes Which Apply In This Case 
Motion/Pleading filed by the Q non-cnstodial Q custodial parent 
Q There is a Guardian Ad Litem appointed. If YES, name: 
Q Current parent-time order is temporary (decree pending) 
Q Current parent-time order is permanent (decree granted) 
Q There is a current Protective Order issued between the parties 
Q There is a history/allegation of domestic violence 
Q Mediation has been previously attempted. If YES, when? 
Questions? Please call (801) 578-3826 (FAX) (801) 578-3843 
or wnte to Admin Office of the Courts, 450 S. State, P.O Box 140241; SLC, UT 84114-0241 
DO NOT WRITE BELOW-OFFICE USE ONLY 
Received: 
Notes: 
(Your Name) 
(Your Street Address) 
(City, State, ZIP Code) 
(Telephone Number) 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
OF COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
Respondent. 
MOTION TO ENFORCE 
PARENT TIME ORDER 
Civil No.. 
Judge 
Commissioner 
I, . (your name) respectfully asks this Court to enforce the 
parent-time (visitation) order entered in this case, and state the following: 
1. The parties are the natural parents of (list full name of children and date of birth): 
2. A (name of order, for example, Decree of Divorce or 
Order of Paternity) was entered on (date order was signed by the Court) which 
included provisions for custody and parent time as follows (list the orders regarding custody and 
the parent-time schedule): 
a. Orders regarding custody: 
b. Orders regarding the parent-time schedule: 
c. Other orders (telephone access, special circumstances, etc.): 
3. The other party has violated the court order(s) by doing the following (list what 
the other party has done in violation of the court order): 
a, 
b. 
c. 
d. 
WHEREFORE, I request that the Court find the other party in contempt for failing to 
comply with the order of this court, and enter the following additional order(s): 
(state what you want the court to order) 
1. 
2.. 
3. 
4, The Court should grant such other and further relief as it may deem just and 
appropriate in this matter. 
DATED this day of , 200_. 
(Your Signature) 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
On this day of , 200 , I deposited in the United States 
Mail, postage prepaid, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to Enforce Parent-Time 
Order to 
(Name of other party or their attorney) 
(Street address) 
(City, State, ZIP Code) 
(Signature of person mailing document) 
(Your Name) 
(Your Street Address) 
(City, State, ZIP Code) 
(Telephone Number) 
OF 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
Respondent. 
MEDIATED ORDER REGARDING 
PARENT TIME 
CivilNo. 
Judge 
Commissioner 
Mediation regarding parent-time was held on 
The following people were present: 
. (date of mediation). 
The parties reached an agreement regarding parent-time. The Court having reviewed the file in 
this matter, having made inquiry of the parties and counsel, and being otherwise fully advised in 
the premises, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
DATED THIS day of , 200_. 
BY THE COURT: 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
DATED THIS day of , 200_. 
BY THE COURT: 
DISTRICT COURT COMMISSIONER 
I agree to the terms of this agreement and understand that they will become an Order of the Court 
once signed by the Judge. 
Petitioner's Signature Date 
I agree to the terms of this agreement and understand that they will become an Order of the Court 
once signed by the Judge. 
Respondent's Signature Date 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
On this day of , 200 , I deposited in the United States 
Mail, postage prepaid, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Mediated Order Regarding Parent 
Time to: 
(Name of other party or their attorney) 
(Street address) 
(City, State, ZIP Code) 
(Signature of person mailing document) 
PARENT-TIME DISPUTES 
Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §30-3-38 all parent-time disputes must be referred to the Co-Parenting 
Mediation Program. If you are filing a pleading alleging court-ordered parent-time is being violated, 
PLEASE FJLL QUT THIS FORM COMPLETELY AND ATTACH IT TO A COPY OF YOim^LEADINCk 
Case No: O l v J & Z ^ Judge/Commissioner ^ ^ / / ^ S g / 
Petitioner (Q-€ttsto3ial Parent) Respondent (QCustodial Parent) 
CfeSi4/fe_ S±>Ae- Name T&M S>J0^^-
Address Z7?%^ Mek>/1y ,Kflv><^ 
City, ST Zip JCCCL Crf~ &W&/ 
Phone #s 2 . 7 7 - 9? £T^~~ S7?&S*?& 
Email 
Attorney 
Atty Phone # 
MPAQ 
Please Check (/) All Boxes Which Apply In This Case . /\ 
Motion/Pleading filed by the • non-custodial Q custodial parent r L. \ ^ 
Q There is a Guardian Ad Litem appointed. If YES, name: <>k^o A <CfS«<V^ , . 
ja^urrent parent-time order is temporary (decree pending) ^ OC^lcOor'pii/c b&C&c/SC Cs* TJ/CLS 
Q Current parent-time order is permanent (decree granted) (J (^K S>-^kcJz~ € Cc*,-' r 
Q There is a current Protective Order issued between the parties 6 fe P1^( &fotfrob Lfr 
Q There is a history/allegation of domestic violence t ^ S / f* $]£Ajn 
Q Mediation has been previously attempted. If YES, when? 
Questions? Please call (801) 578-3826 (FAX) (801) 578-3843 r/e*Cy&. Ir^f?/" 
or write to Admin. Office of the Courts; 450 S. State; P.O. Box 140241; SLC, UT 84114-0241 ) ^ /X , ^ 
DO NOT WRITE BELOW-OFFICE USE ONLY A ^ / / ^ / 
I <4 
PARENT-TIME DISPUTES 
Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 430-3-38 all parent-time (visitation) disputes must be referred to the 
Co-Parenting Mediation Program. 
ILEASE FILL OCT TUB FORM COAOMnH^Afa)ATrACHrrTOACCfYOTYOUllFLEAM«J. 
Petitioner's Name: JOANNE L-STONE Tele. NO.: Wl-lllO 
Address: 
Attorney: P>r£NT K^tf IP/IAAN ~ 532-512:5 CaseNo: OHjflflfcfft PA 
Respondent's Name: T°PD SAME Tele. No.: £ P . 3 9 5 5 
Address: 57«f7 fflliSf P£ LftNE 
Attoraey: 6LEM M. R.1GHMAN - 53X-ggMq 
Please Check ( / ) All Boxes Which Apply In This Case 
Motion/pleading is filed by the ^ Soon-custodial Ocustodial parent 
D There is a current Protective Order • Current Parent-Time (visitation) Order is temporary 
issued between parties 
D There has been a past Protective Order P Current Parent-Time (visitation) Order is permanent 
issued between parties 
D History of domestic violence D Divorce Decree is pending 
between parties 
D Parties have never been married D Divorce Decree has already been granted 
Questions? Please etll Guy (801) 578-3826 or Orwya (101)578-3966 Ft* (801)578-3843 
or write to Admin. Office of the Courts; 450 S. Stete; P.O. Box 140241; SLC, UT 84114-0241 
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ADDENDUM "24" 
Tab 24 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
Joanne Stone 
Petitioner 
vs. 
Todd Stone 
Respondent 
MINUTE ENTRY 
Case No. 014903655 DA 
This matter came before the Commissioner for a hearing on February 8, 2006, with 
respect to 24 motions filed by the respondent in this matter. Petitioner was not present, as she 
resides out of state, but was represented by her attorney, Brent R. Chipman. Respondent was 
present representing himself. The respondent had failed to supply the Commissioner with 
courtesy copies of the motions prior to hearing, and the file in this matter was unavailable for 
review by the Commissioner until in the afternoon of the day prior to the hearing. Counsel for 
the petitioner, upon request from the court, did supply the Commissioner with courtesy copies 
which the Commissioner was able to review, but only briefly prior to hearing. Fortunately, as of 
the time of hearing, there were no other matters scheduled for hearing during the 9:00 a.m. law 
and motion setting, so the Commissioner was able to hear argument for approximately one hour, 
but obviously time was limited to hear motions in the volume filed by the respondent, and the 
Commissioner was not in a position to rule on the motions from the bench, there being additional 
matters scheduled for hearing during the 10:00 a.m. hour. For the foregoing reasons the 
STONE V. STONE PAGE 2 MINUTE ENTRY 
Commissioner took under advisement the majority of the issues raised in the various motions. 
Having now had further opportunity to review the motions in detail and being more fully advised, 
the Commissioner now makes the following: 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS; 
Background 
1. This matter has been pending since June of 2001. Although the issues presented in 
this matter are not unusually complicated, the file has, at this point, grown to five full volumes 
and contains numerous motions, the large majority of which have been filed by respondent. This 
matter has also been delayed for a period of time by the process of obtaining a final custody 
evaluation. 
2. Finally, this matter was set for trial on August 3, 2005. However, on the date of trial, 
after extensive negotiations, the parties presented to the court a stipulation which they 
represented was a full settlement of all issues before the court. 
3. As directed, respondent's counsel prepared a proposed Supplemental Decree of 
Divorce. Petitioner's counsel objected to that. Subsequently, respondent's counsel requested 
leave to withdraw, which leave was granted in December of 2005. Petitioner's counsel, as 
instructed, then submitted a proposed Supplemental Judgment and Decree of Divorce to which 
respondent objected. On January 9, 2006, the objections proceeded before the court and the 
Judge ruled on those objections and entered the Supplemental Judgment and Decree of Divorce. 
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4. Although the property issues in this matter were not terribly complicated, the parties 
did, between them, have an interest or interests in three parcels of real estate. During the course 
of these proceedings, and apparently in violation of orders prohibiting alienation of assets, ~y^~ 
respondent purported to convey by quit claim his interests in those parcels of real estate to his 
mother, apparently in satisfaction of loans which she had made to him over the course of the 
proceedings. At some point in time, respondent's mother had filed an action against both 
petitioner and respondent seeking to establish her interest in the property. It is the 
Commissioner's understanding that respondent was ultimately dismissed as a party from that 
action on the basis of his quit claim deeds and the action remained pending as of the date 
scheduled for trial. Although respondent's mother was present at the time scheduled for trial and 
was asked whether she wished to join into this settlement agreed on between the parties, she 
declined to do so and therefore the court accepted the stipulation with the reservation that it 
would have no binding effect upon respondent's mother. 
5. A number of the motions in this matter pertain to issues which either all are addressed 
in the Supplement Judgment and Decree of Divorce or are barred by the doctrine of collateral 
estoppel as a result of the entry of the decree. Moreover, a number of the motions filed by 
respondent seek to assert a claim in the real property which respondent has previously quit 
claimed to his mother who is not a party to this action. Another group of the motions seek to add 
additional provisions to the Decree of Divorce, some of which would constitute modifications of 
the decree and others which would be more in the nature of interpretation or clarification of the 
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decree. Finally, there are a few issues raised in the motions which might properly be considered 
in the nature of enforcement requests. At the risk of redundancy, in an effort to rule clearly with 
respect to each aspect of each motion, the Commissioner will address each of the motions 
individually. 
1. Motion #1 For Finding of Petitioner in Contempt. This motion lists 28 items of relief 
which respondent seeks, some as against the petitioner and some as against the Guardian Ad 
Litem. Suffice it to say that, with respect to the Guardian Ad Litem, respondent has not made a 
showing of even an arguable failure by the Guardian Ad Litem to comply with court orders and 
those requests are frivolous and appear to be part of a pattern of conduct engaged in by the 
respondent. With respect to the claims against the petitioner, there are requests for various items 
of financial relief which, as far as the Commissioner can determine, are either addressed by the 
decree directly or barred by the doctrine of collateral estoppel. A number of the items of relief 
sought relate to the custody evaluation which at this point is rendered moot by the parties' 
stipulation. Finally, to the extent that the requests for relief appear to seek enforcement of 
portions of the temporary orders which may not be barred by collateral estoppel (failure to enroll 
in anger management, failure to continue counseling for the children, exposure of the children to 
derogatory comments, failure to maintain various financial obligations with the marital residence, 
and the like) the motion, together with the lengthy supporting affidavit, is so confusing as to 
render it impossible to determine whether respondent has asserted a claim which could even be 
certified for evidentiary hearing with respect to any contempt. Moreover, to the extent that the 
motion is based upon perceived actions of the petitioner that occurred several years prior to the 
entry of the Decree of Divorce, any individual claim of contempt based on those actions is stale. 
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There are some concerns with respect to some of the allegations in respondent's affidavit as to 
exposing the children to disparaging comments and engaging the oldest daughter, Brittany, in 
that disparagement. However, given the nature of the allegations and evidence before the 
Commissioner at this point in time, it does not appear there is sufficient basis to find that 
respondent has made a prima facea showing of contemptuous actions by the petitioner, although 
some of those allegations may very well be relevant to future proceedings involving contempt in 
the event in the course of conduct of disparagement occurs now that the Decree of Divorce has 
been entered. 2. Motion #3 for Petitioner's Contempt. This motion appears to be based 
upon certain circumstances which arose as a result of the entry of a protective order prior to the 
filing of the petition for divorce. The sequence of events leading to entry of the protective order 
have been the subject of hearings before the Commissioner on a number of occasions. The 
respondent was charged with violating a protective order at one point in time as a result of his 
termination of utility services on the residence which was temporarily awarded to the petitioner 
in the protective order. The court's form of protective order includes in the "criminal" provisions 
the prohibition of terminating utility services, and, as the Commissioner understands it, when 
respondent appeared before the court in his criminal proceedings, respondent pled guilty to that 
charge. Apparently, subsequently he researched the issue and determined, correctly, that the 
protective order statute does not include a prohibition against terminating utility services as one 
of the specific "criminal" provisions which the court can order. Respondent has filed numerous 
motions, and appealed his criminal conviction, based upon that set of circumstances. Now 
respondent seeks a different avenue of redress by attempting to have the petitioner found in 
contempt of court as a result of his criminal prosecution, in arguing that, by herself 
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4. Motion #6 for Petitioner's Contempt & Affidavit. This motion does appear to allege 
that the petitioner has, subsequent to the stipulation which resulted in the entry of the Decree of 
Divorce, involved the children in the parties' conflict in violation of the court's orders and failed 
to comply with the court's orders with respect to therapy in a number of respects. Although the 
allegations are in part premised upon prior orders which would be superseded by the Decree of 
Divorce, there appear to be specific allegations of violations of the provisions of the Decree of 
Divorce sufficient to certify the issue of contempt for evidentiary hearing on the narrow issue of 
whether the petitioner has failed to engage the children in appropriate therapy and kept the 
respondent appraised of that therapy and perhaps made the therapist available to the respondent, 
and also whether the petitioner has disparaged the respondent in the presence of the children, 
both of which would be direct violations of the provisions of the Supplemental Judgment and 
Decree of Divorce. The parties are encouraged to schedule any evidentiary hearing before the 
Judge with respect to these limited issues at a time that can coincide with scheduled 
transportation of the children for purposes of respondent's exercise of parent time. 
5. Notice of Foreclosure and Default and Motion for Contempt, and Affidavit and 
Request for Immediate Court Intervention. This document seeks relief with respect to the marital 
residence which petitioner was allowed, under the terms of the Decree of Divorce, to continue to 
occupy. It is the Commissioner's understanding that petitioner vacated the marital residence 
shortly after the parties' entered into the stipulation which resulted in the Decree of Divorce, 
intending, however, to rent the marital residence to a third party and to continue to maintain her 
financial obligations with respect to the mortgage. It is the Commissioner's understanding that 
respondent has contacted the mortgage holder and notified it that the 
• I . 
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residence is no longer owner-occupied, causing foreclosure proceedings to be commenced. It is 
also the Commissioner's understanding that respondent and/or his mother may have prevented 
the petitioner from renting out the marital residence pending any sale. Finally, it is, at this point, 
unclear what has actually happened pursuant to the provisions of the decree which require the 
home to be sold. This is in part complicated by the continued interest asserted by the 
respondent's mother in the residence and the other two properties. The mother's claim will be or 
has been adjudicated in a separate proceeding. Once that occurs, and once the residences are 
sold, there may very well be some accounting which needs to occur with respect to the proceeds 
of sale. However, as of the current date, so far as the Commissioner is aware, there is 
insufficient evidence for the court to consider disposition of any proceeds. The request that any 
interest of the petitioner in the residence be transferred to the respondent is contrary to the 
no* p A,/ 1 
provisions of the supplement decree and, as well, inconsistent with the respondent's previous 
actions of transferring his interest in the residence to his mother. - «* * >** ** '> * / 
6. Motion and Request for Urgent Hearing to Satisfy Pressing Financial Matters and 
Provide Relief to Creditors. This motion, again, appears to relate to the question of 
responsibilities for payment of the mortgage on the marital residence. The Commissioner's 
response to this motion is largely the same as that to the prior referenced document. It would 
appear that any interest the respondent may have had in the residence has been transferred to his 
mother, and that the interest between the petitioner and respondent's mother should be 
adjudicated in the separate civil action pending between them. Once again, to the extent that, as 
a result of that settlement, the residence is ultimately sold, there may well need to be an 
accounting for proceeds as between the petitioner and the respondent based upon the terms of the 
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parties' stipulation and the supplement decree. However, any such request at this point would be 
premature until the residence is sold and until the litigation between petitioner and respondent's 
mother has concluded. 
7. Motions & Order for Assignment of America First Debt Obligation and Affidavit, It 
is the Commissioner's understanding that the debt referred to herein is the second mortgage on 
the marital residence. This is a debt which was not specifically addressed in the decree, however, 
insofar as petitioner was supposed to be maintaining the obligations on the marital residence and 
she concedes this was one of the obligations she was required to maintain, it appears that as 
between these two parties, petitioner would be responsible for maintaining this debt. Obviously 
this would not necessarily apply to any claims asserted by respondent's mother, as she is not a 
party to this action. However, to the extent that, ultimately, it is determined that respondent is 
entitled to some share in the proceeds from the marital residence notwithstanding his previous 
transfer of his interest to his mother, respondent may very well have a claim against the petitioner 
to the extent that petitioner may have failed to maintain payments on either mortgage. 
8. Motion for Return of Property and Payment for Property & Affidavit. Respondent is 
apparently seeking an order that petitioner return certain property which respondent had received 
from his father, including some documents pertaining to the parties' rental properties. There was 
some discussion of these matters in hearings before the Commissioner. However, it is not clear, 
having heard respondent's argument and allegations, that petitioner has any property of the 
respondent's in her possession. Respondent is not precluded from seeking to recover property 
which he can clearly establish petitioner has in her 
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possession. As far as the motion and the posture of the matter before the Commissioner at the 
recent hearing, however, the Commissioner is not in a position to make any findings that the 
respondent is entitled to any particular relief pursuant to this motion. 
9. Motion to Modify Child Support Tax Advantages, & Alimony Amounts and Return of 
Funds to Respondent and Affidavit. This motion seeks a number of items of relief which are 
clearly modification issues. There is a procedure for seeking to modify a decree of divorce, with 
which this motion does not comply. Obviously, the respondent is not precluded, assuming he 
can in good faith allege a substantial change in circumstances, from seeking modification. 
However, he must follow proper procedure for doing so. This motion is inappropriate on its 
face. 
10. Motion to Determine Joint Debts, Assets, and Obligations to Other & Affidavit. 
This motion appears to seek a complete reopening of the terms of the Decree of Divorce. The 
decree specifically sets forward the parties' financial obligations to one another, and the manner 
of disposition of marital debts and assets. This motion is, therefore, wholly inappropriate and on 
its face lacks any merit whatsoever. * **' A *x n 
11. Notice of Motion to Apply Payments to Child Support and Determine Error and 
Compliance with Payment Obligations & Compel Return of Funds. So far as the Commissioner 
can determine, this document seeks to reopen the issue pertaining to payments of rent by tenants 
of the parties' property, or some deposit accounts, or something of the sort, pertaining to the 
parties' real property, prior to the parties' stipulation. These claims are clearly barred by the 
doctrine of collateral estoppel and by the specific terms of the supplemental decree which 
purports to resolve all outstanding issues between the parties. 
/ 
I 
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12. Motion to Establish Property Values. It is unclear what the respondent believes the ^ j 
court can do with respect to establishing values of property which are clearly intended to be sold :1 'V' <-
and the proceeds disposed of, as between these two parties, according to specific formulas set 
forth in the decree. Respondent's interest in the property may in fact be compromised by his 
transfer of that interest to his mother. However, to the extent respondent does retain an interest 
in the marital property, respondent is bound by the terms of the Decree of Divorce with respect to 
the division of proceeds. The sole exception to this is, as noted above, any claim that may exist 
with respect to the nonpayment of debts and obligations on the marital residence which issue 
remains an open issue until it is ascertained whether there are any remaining proceeds to be 
divided. 
13. Motion to Produce Documents. The Commissioner is unable to locate, within the 
documents, the copies of which were supplied, any separate motion with this title. This may 
have been an error in respondent's notice of hearing, inasmuch as there are two other motions 
with respect to production of documents below. 
14. Motion #1 to Produce Documents. This motion apparently seeks a production of 
documents in the Guardian Ad Litem's file which are likely privileged and which in any event at 
this point in time do not pertain to any matters currently before the court. The motion, further, 
appears to be an effort by the respondent to interfere with the Guardian Ad Litem's proper 
exercise of her responsibilities in this matter and to directly involve the children in ~ .0 J c 
communications to the court, both of which are highly inappropriate. , - * ,&#' *¥ / 
15. Motion #2 to Produce Documents. This motion appears to be in the nature of a direct 
request to the court for an order that petitioner produce certain documents. There are procedures 
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for obtaining discovery with respect to issues currently pending before the court. It is unclear 
whether there is discovery which respondent may need to seek in order to document claims with 
respect to the ftonpayment of obligations on the marital residence. In every other respect, any 
issue pertaining to payment of funds or the source of funds as it relates to the marital residence is 
rendered moot by the terms of the Decree of Divorce, and in any event, a request directed directly 
at the court for such an order is inappropriate pursuant to the terms of the Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
16. Motion, Order for Court Execution to Quit Claim Forms & Affidavit. This appears 
to be a request, once again, that the court transfer petitioner's interest in the marital residence to 
respondent after respondent has apparently transferred his interest to his mother while the claims 
between the petitioner and respondent's mother are pending. This is clearly inappropriate and 
should be denied. 
17. Motion for Court Executed Transfer of Real Estate. This appears to be a reiteration 
of the same motion, couched in slightly different terms. The fact is, respondent has no interest in 
the real estate as long as his mother is asserting a claim; once that claim is adjudicated, it may be 
appropriate for the court to consider the effect of the provisions of the Decree of Divorce on any 
residual interest respondent may have in the sales proceeds. 
18. Motion for Enforcement of Statute 30-3-36 and Affidavit. This appears to be some 
sort of broad-based motion requesting the court to enter some sort of sweeping orders with 
respect to allegations that petitioner has failed to comply with the provisions of Utah Code Ann. 
Sec. 30-3-36. To the extent there are claims of contempt, those have been addressed above. 
There is no specific allegation of any specific provision of the advisory guidelines which the 
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petitioner has failed to comply with, although there has been those noted above. This motion 
fails on its face to establish any particular basis for relief under either the Supplemental Decree of 
Divorce or any statute incorporated by reference therein. 
19. Motion for Telephone Communication. The Supplemental Decree in fact provides 
for telephone communication and this motion asks for a number of detailed adjustments to the 
decree. That is inappropriate at this point; to the extent that petitioner, going forward, fails to 
comply with the provisions of the decree, respondent can seek appropriate enforcement. 
Petitioner is admonished to abide by the letter and the spirit of the decree with respect to making 
the children available to the respondent for appropriate telephonic communication. 
20. Motion for School Pictures. This motion, as noted by the Commissioner in the 
hearing, requests relief which was not properly brought before the court. The Commissioner 
understands that the petitioner has supplied copies of school pictures to the respondent and made 
the forms available for him to order copies in whichever sizes he prefers. The petitioner is not 
required to purchase copies of school pictures for the respondent, as the motion seems to assume. 
21. Motion for Sanctions of Counsel and Petitioner and Affidavit. This motion does not 
establish any independent basis for relief as against either the petitioner or her counsel and 
represents another example of respondent's pattern of conduct referred to above with respect to 
the Guardian Ad Litem. 
22. Motion to Allow E-mail & Counseling & Affidavit. The Supplemental Judgment 
and Decree of Divorce provides for both e-mail and counseling for the children. This motion in 
part is based upon a complaint that petitioner has not been candid with the counselors or with 
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respondent as it pertains to the counselors. There is nothing on the face of this motion which the 
Commissioner can conclude would entitle respondent to any particular relief. 
23. Motion to Return Insurance Flitfs m& Affidavit This motion pertains to some 
insurance funds which were received as a result of damage to the marital residence. Respondent 
has apparently concluded that he requifes those fxiads in order to repair the residence and render 
it ready for sale. There is a dispute between the parties as to the status of efforts to repair the 
residence. In the event, when the home is sold, respondent is able to establish that he has 
expended personal funds to repair the residence, he may veff well have a claim as to the 
proceeds. However, this motion is otherwise premature. The insttiance proceeds themselves, to 
the extent they were part of the marital estate, have been disposed of by the supplement decree. 
24. Motion to Accept Prior Filings. This motion was filed as a result of the 
Commissioner's prior ruling that the various motions and other matters filed by the respondent 
failed in large part to comply with basic form requirements in the rules. The Commissioner 
noted in the hearing that, to the extent a motion has previously been filed and is properly before 
the court, the Commissioner will not necessarily refuse to hear that motion simply because it is 
single spaced or it does not have proper margins. However, the Commissioner has reserved the 
right to reject any motion which he finds is substantially not in compliance with the rules or is 
otherwise not properly before the court. The Commissioner will rule on the appropriateness of 
hearing any such motion previously filed that is not previously been addressed if and when the 
respondent notices the motion up for hearing and provides the Commissioner with a courtesy 
copy for review. 
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25. Sanctions. Based upon the foregoing, the vast majority of the matters brought before 
the court by respondent appear to be wholly without merit. There are a couple specific items of 
relief with respect to which the Commissioner has found that respondent is entitled to relief. 
However, those matters could have been addressed in a much simpler manner than which 
respondent has elected to proceed. For this reason, the Commissioner finds that petitioner is 
entitled to an award of attorney's fees based upon the actual time spent in preparing for and 
attending the hearing on these motions, as well as, as previously ruled, the expense incurred in 
supplying the court with courtesy copies as the respondent had failed to do so and the 
Commissioner was otherwise unable to ascertain the nature of the motions filed. Petitioner's 
counsel is requested to submit an affidavit of attorney's fees for consideration by the 
Commissioner. The reasonable cost of preparing such affidavit will be included in the fees 
ordered. The Commissioner further rules that, before respondent may notice additional matters 
for hearing, he must pay the fees ordered by the Commissioner, once that amount has been 
determined, and supply proof of such payment to the court. 
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Respondent - TODD L STONE 
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Represented by: J BRUCE READING 
OUNT SUMMARY 
TOTAL REVENUE Amount Due 
Amount Paid 
Credit 
Balance 
668.75 
668.75 
0.00 
0.00 
REVENUE DETAIL TYPE: DIVORCE PETN 
Amount Due 
Amount Paid 
Amount Credit 
Balance 
80.00 
80.00 
0.00 
0.00 
REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: VITAL STATISTICS FEE 
Amount Due 
Amount Paid 
Amount Credit 
Balance 
2.00 
2.00 
0.00 
0.00 
REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: AUDIO TAPE COPY 
Original Amount Due: 10.00 
Amended Amount Due: 0.00 
Amount Paid: 0.00 
Amount Credit: 0.00 
Balance: 0.00 
nted: 12/12/06 16:53:02 Page 1 
DUMBER 014903655 Divorce/Annulment 
missioner will determine 1 
11. The question of who provides the daycare will need to be 
addressed when the petitioner addresses reimbursement for daycare; 
Mr. Stone is to prepare and submit the appropriate order. 
-26-03 Filed: Notice of Hearing (7-14-03,9:00a,TPC) 
-26-03 Filed: Petitioner's Motion to Birfurcate Divorce Proceeding 
-26-03 Filed: Petitioner's Affidavit in Support of Motion for 
Bifurcations 
-27-03 Bilftth Notice of Appearance of Counsel - Robert L. Steele, 
Guardian ad Litem 
-27-03 Filed: Guardain ad Litem's Motion and Memorandum in support of 
Motion for an Order for the Assessment and Payment of Attorney 
Fees and Costs 
30-03 Filed: Motion for Enforcement of Parent-Time 
10-03 HEARING ON MOTION scheduled on July 14, 2003 at 09:00 AM in 
Third Floor W-3 6 with Commissioner CASEY. 
11-03 Filed: Objection to Petitioner's Motion to Bifurcate and Motion 
to Quash Scheduled Bifurcation Hearing tracyt 
11-03 Filed: Notice of Hearing tracyt 
14-03 Minute Entry - Minutes for Law and Motion susanp 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
wesleyo 
wesleyo 
wesleyo 
heidie 
heidie 
sherrell 
wesleyo 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Petitioner(s) 
Other Parties 
Respondent(s) 
Audio 
Tape Number: 
JOANNE L STONE 
^PCHQNY W FERDON 
TODD L STONE 
6-03 Tape Count: 9:23-10:21 
HEARING 
This matter is before the court for a hearing regarding the 
petitioner's motion to bifurcate. The parties and counsel were 
present as listed above. 
After hearing argument, COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
1. The motion to bifurcate the decree of divorce is granted 
5-03 Filed return: Subpoena on Return tracyt 
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Party Served 
Service Type 
Service Date 
15-03 
16-03 
17-03 
17-03 
18-03 
18-03 
18-03 
21-03 
21-03 
21-03 
LDS Church Offices 
Personal 
July 11, 2003 
Filed: Guardian Ad Litem's Motion for Continuance of Hearing 
Filed: Certificate of Referral to Mediation (screened out) 
Filed order: Order Continuing Hearing 
Judge tmedley 
Signed July 17, 2003 
Filed: Notice of Continuance of Hearing (&/30/2003 @ 9:00 a.m. 
before Commissioner Casey) 
Note: Judgment and Further Order of Temporary Relief (hrg 
4/14/03) signed by Comm Casey forwarded to Judge for signature susanp 
Note: Order Appointing GAL signed by Comm Casey forwarded to 
Judge for signature susanp 
Note: Further Order on Temporary Matters (hrg 6/3/03) signed by 
Comm Casey forwarded to Judge for signature susanp 
Filed: Minute entry from protective order hearing - restraining 
tracyt 
guyg 
tracyt 
heidie 
order entered in this case 
HEARING ON MOTIONS scheduled on July 30, 2003 at 09:00 AM in 
Third Floor W-36 with Commissioner CASEY. 
Filed order: Judgment and Further Order of Temporary Relief 
Judge tmedley 
Signed July 18, 2003 
21-03 Filed order: Order Appointing Guardian ad Litem 
Judge tmedley 
Signed July 18, 2003 
21-03 Filed order: Further Order on Temporary Matters 
Judge tmedley 
Signed July 18, 2003 
22-03 
22-03 
25-03 
28-03 
Note: Order'^m Motion for Certification of Emergency Actions 
returned to Mr. Stone requesting he date and sign the 
mailing/hand delivery certificate 
Filed: Objection to Granting of A Bifurcated Divorce Decree 
Filed-..-Petitioner' s Objections to Respondent's Proposed Order 
on Motion for Emergency Actions 
inute Entry - Minutes for Law and Motion 
ommissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
susanp 
wesleyo 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
susanp 
susanp 
susanp 
tinaa 
wesleyo 
susanp 
Petitioner's 
Petitioner(s) 
Other Parties 
Respondent(s) 
Audio 
Tape Number: 
Attorney 
JOANNE 
ROBERT 
TODD L 
: BRENT R 
L STONE 
L STEELE 
STONE 
CHIPMAN 
7-03 Tape Count: 10:15-11:54 
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HEARING 
This matter is before the court for a hearing regarding the 
respondent's motion for enforcement of parent time. The parties 
and counsel were present as listed above. 
A partial stipulation was reached and read into the record and 
approved by the court/ 
1. During the respondent's extended parent time, the petitioner 
will have the children on Wednesday, August 13 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 
PM and Wednesday, August 20th from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM. Her weekend 
parent time will take place on the weekend of August, 
15, 16, & 17; 
IN DISPUTE COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
1. The parties have contacted Valerie Hale and are going to 
participate in the high-conflict class; 
2. The parent time schedule in existance is reasonable and 
liberal parent time and if the parties cannot agree it should be 
standard parent time at a minimum. The parties are encouraged to 
The Commissioner will 
.e. The parties are to be as 
•s 
mrirc 
3. The question with respect to surrogate care and payment 
surrogate care is premature. When that is necessary, the 
Commissioner would like to know why the grandma would not be 
appropriate if a hearing is scheduled on that issue; 
4. The request of respondent to credit his child support against 
children's activities is inappropriate and that request is denied; 
5. The issue of pick up and drop off during the summer has been 
taken care of and is moot. The Commissioner did explain his 
general view on this issue to the parties in the event this matter 
if 
pay wnatever it takes to get the evaluation done. The court always 
reserves the issue of reallocation for time of trial; 
7. The guidelines have holiday time and the parties by agreement 
can change those days; 
8. It is appropriate, when the children are on vacation, they 
should call the other parent every 3rd or 4th day if the children 
are near a phone; 
9. The request that mirrors the statute about enforcement of 
parent time is premature, there is not a permanent order yet and 
the statute 
—"^V3***** 
immediate area 
tich they live in now as read into the record without agreement of 
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the parties or further court order; 
11. The children are not to be brought to a separate therapist, 
there is to be one therapist. If it is not adequate, then parties 
^ tljj§T^ r*~ i Q O may 
n e B ^ o w a i t on the family therapy tint ll they have the 
money to do it once they have paid everything else that needs to 
be paid. The reconciliation process with the minor child, Britney, 
may need to be done through therapy. The parties should get 
started as soon as they can, but it should not delay 
getting the custody evaluation completed; 
12. The request for the court to interview the children is 
denied. The GAL has access to the children and the Custody 
Evaluator has access to the children; 
13. Both parties are to have information about what the children 
are doing, activities, etc.; 
Mr. Chipman is to prepare and submit the appropriate order 
Fee Account created Total Due: 10.00 
5-03 AUDIO TAPE COPY Payment Received: 10.00 
3-03 Filed: Certificate of Service of Responses to Requests for 
Production of Documents 
D-03 Filed _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Obj^ff'WBHlllo granting of Bifurcate 
Notice to Submit 
Certificate of Service 
Respondent's Affidavit in Support of 
Pre Owned Property 
Filed: Respondent's Motion to Bifurcate Real Estate 
L-03 Filed: Certificate of Service (Motion to Bifurcate Pre-Owned 
Property) 
}-03 Note: Order on Motion for Certification of Emergency Actions 
(hrg 6/23/03) returned to Mr. Stone, need an Affidavit of hand 
delivery with date delivered. 
ection to bifuracted divorce) and 
ipts 
•03 
L-03 
L-03 
L-03 
Filed 
Filed 
Filed 
L-03 Filed 
L-03 
)ecree 
laurap 
laurap 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
otion to Bifurcate
 ; 
wesleyo 
wesleyo 
wesleyo 
susanp 
HEARING ON MOTION sch^duleTTfTSeptember 12, 
in Third Floor W-36 with Commissioner CASEY. 
:00 AM 
;-03 
.-03 
-03 
•-03 
•03 
•03 
tracyt 
tinaa 
wesleyo 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
Filed: Motion or Entry 
Filed: Notice to Submit 
Filed: Petitioner's Affidavit in Support of Entry of Bifurcated 
Decree of Divorce 
Note: Order of Bifurcation, Findings of Fact, Decree of Divorce 
and Order on Motionf or Enforcement of Parent time signed by 
Comm Casey forwarded to Judge for signature susanp 
Note: Order on Motion for Certification of Emergency Actions 
(hrg 6/23/03) signed by Comm Casey forwarded to Judge for 
signature susanp 
Filed: Petitioner's Affidavit in Response to Motion to 
ed: 12/12/06 16:53:09 Page 21 
JPMBER 014903655 Divorce/Annulment 
3-04 Filed 
3-04 Filed 
cause 
3-04 Filed 
tracyt 
3-04 Filed 
3-04 Filed 
3-04 Note: 
Notice of 4-904 Settlement Conference 
petitioner's affidavit in response to order to show 
barbarrs 
notice of settlement conference barbarrs 
.objection to entry of appearance and notice of interest barbarrs 
petitioners affidavit in response to order to show causebarbarrs 
ORAL ARGUMENT calendar modified. Hearing time changed 
from 10:00 AM to 03:30 PM. Appearance on 9/15/04. Reason: On 
court's own motion 
5-04 Note: Based on the parties nonappearance, the court strikes the 
order to show cause hearing 
5-04 Minute Entry - Minutes for ORAL ARGUMENT 
Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
Clerk: tinaa 
PRESENT 
tinaa 
susanp 
tinaa 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Other Parties: ROBERT L STEELE 
Attorney for the Respondent: DELANO S FINDLAY 
Video 
Tape Number: 3:35 
HEARING 
This matter is before the Cout for Oral Argument on Respondent's 
Objections to Recommendations of Commission. Appearances as stated 
above. 
Both Objections are denied. Request for attorney fees are not 
awarded as related to the objections. 
Brent Chipman to prepare Order 
.5-04 Fee Account created Total Due: 50.00 
.5-04 AUDIO TAPE COPY Payment Received: 50.00 
.5-04 INITIAL APP-BAIL STATUS AM BAI scheduled on September 29, 2004 
at 09:00 AM in Arraignment - S31 with Judge ARRAIGNMENT. 
INITIAL APP-BAIL STATUS AM BAI Cancelled. 
Reason: Clerk error. 
Note: submitted order to Judge 
Filed order: Order From hearing on Objection 
Judge tmedley 
Signed October 05, 2004 
Filed: Petitioner's Objection to Respondent's Proposed Order 
(Hrg 8/25/04) 
)7-04 Minute Entry - Minutes for Pretrial Conference 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
>7-04 
)4-04 
)5-04 
)6-04 
kimm 
kimm 
kimm 
joannelb 
tracyt 
tinaa 
susanp 
susanp 
ited: 12/12/06 16:53:14 Page 31 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Petitioner(s): JOANNE L STONE 
Other Parties: ROBERT L STEELE 
Attorney for the Respondent: DELANO S FINDLAY 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
HEARING 
COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
NOTE: Matthew Davies, Custody Evaluator, was present. 
1. The parties and counsel were present for a 4-904 custody 
evaluation conference. At this time the parties were not able to 
resolve the issues; 
2. Before counsel schedules a pretrial settlement conference, the 
Commissioner would like them to set up a telephone conference with 
him; 
4 Filed: Commissioner's Minute Entry Ruling on the Petitioner's 
Motion to Sell Home and Move the Children susanp 
•4 Filed: Notice of Change of Address tracyt 
)4 Filed: Request for Scheduling Conference tracyt 
)4 Minute Entry - Minutes for Pretrial Conference susanp 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Clerk: susanp 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
PRESENT 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Attorney for the Respondent: DELANO S FINDLAY 
HEARING 
COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) - MATTER CERTIFIED FOR TRIAL (See 
Commissioner's Detailed Minute Entry). 
04 Notice - NOTICE for Case 014903655 ID 6113885 tinaa 
SCHEDULING CONFERENCE is scheduled. 
Date: 12/15/2004 
Time: 08:30 a.m. 
Location: Fourth Floor - W48 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT 
4 50 SOUTH STATE 
SLC, UT 84114-1860 
Before Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
-04 SCHEDULING CONFERENCE scheduled on December 15, 2004 at 08:30 
AM in Fourth Floor - W4 8 with Judge MEDLEY. tinaa 
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DUMBER 014903655 Divorce/Annulment 
03-06 Filed 
35-06 Filed 
tinaa 
shannonl 
shannonl 
sophieo 
tinaa 
shannonl 
orders as to which permission to appeal is sought - 20051125-CAjodib 
03-06 Filed: 2nd Objection to Dismissal of Counsel & Apeal of 
Withdrawal Action 
03-06 Filed: Motion for Telephone Communication, Pro Se Respondent 
Motion for School Pictures, Pro Se Respondent 
Remittitur Received - 20050957-ca - Appeal denied - No 
record received 
36-06 Filed: Objection #3 to August 3, 2005 
39-06 Filed: Notice of Hearing (children matters) (1/17/2006 @ 
10:00AM), Pro Se Respondent 
39-06 Filed: Notice of Hearing (financial matters) (1/20/2006 @ 10:00 
AM) , Pro Se Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed: Motion 6 for Petitioner's Contempt & Affidavit, Pro Se 
Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed: Notice of Children's Correspondence & Motion for Remedy 
and Affidavit, Pro Se Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed: Motion to Allow Minor Children Proper Representation & 
Affidavit, Pro Se Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed: Motion for Right of Investigation and Affidavit, Pro Se 
Respondent shannonl 
Filed: Request for JWF^ ftresaB^ ^ & Affidavit, Pro Se 
Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed: Motion 4 to Find Petitioner in Contempt & Affidavit, Pro 
Se Respondent shannonl 
39-06 Filed order: Supplemental Judgment and Decree of Divorce @J alicew 
Judge tmedley 
Signed January 09, 2 006 
)9-06 Filed order: Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law 
Judge tmedley 
Signed January 09, 2 0 06 
)9-06 Filed: Motion for Mis-Trial 
)9-06 Filed: Motion for Sanction of Counsel & Petitioner 
)9-06 Minute Entry - Minutes for ENTRY OF SUPP DECREE 
Judge: TYRONE E MEDLEY 
Clerk: tinaa 
PRESENT 
tinaa 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tinaa 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Attorney for the minor: SHARON KISHNER 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
Video 
Tape Number: 4.10 
HEARING 
This matter is before the Court for entry of supplemental 
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(NUMBER 014903^55 Divorce/Annulment 
Findinas f Fact and Conclusions of Law and Judgment and Decree of 
Divorce. Appearances as stated above. 
The Court si9ns anc^ enters the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law and the Supplemental Judgment and Decree of Divorce. All other 
deborahj 
shannonl 
susanp 
shannonl 
shannonl 
shannonl 
5
-l-06*PWedT'R^c3uest n o t t o Cancel Hearings, Respondent deborahj 
1-1-06 Filed: Petitioner's Objection to Motions Filed January 9. 2006 
and to Hearings on January 17 and 20, 2 006, ATP 
-2-06 LAW AND MOTION scheduled on January 17, 2006 at 10:00 AM in 
Third Floor W-3 6 with Commissioner CASEY. 
3-06 Filed: Commissioner's Minute Entry with respect to Petitioner 
Motion to Strike Hearings Scheduled for January 17 & 20, 2006 
GRANTED 
8-06 LAW AND MOTION Cancelled. 
9-06 LAW AND MOTION scheduled on February 08, 2006 at 09:00 AM in 
Third Floor W-3 6 with Commissioner CASEY. 
9-06 Filed: Notice of Hearing (2/8/2006 @ 9:00 AM), Pro Se 
Respondent 
9-06 Filed: Motion to Accept Prior Filings, Pro Se Respondent 
4-06 Note: Cert/Copy of Request for Habeas Corpus Appeal & Affidavit 
- 2nd Objection to Dismissal of Counsel & Appeal of Withdrawal 
Action forwarded to Utah Court of Appeals jodib 
7-06 Filed: Utah Court of Appeals Letter to Todd Stone - Notice of 
Appeal in this case has been filed with the Utah Court of 
Appeals - 20060072-CA jodib 
7-06 Filed: Utah Court of Appeals - Order - this matter is before 
the court on Petition for Rehearing - the petition seeks review 
of this court's denial of a petition for permission to appeal 
petition for rehearing is denied - 20051125-CA jodib 
1-06 Filed: Transcript of settlement hearing dated 8-3-05, Carolyn 
Erickson, CCT bunnyn 
1-06 Filed: Notice of Filing Transcript of settlement hearing dated 
8-3-05, 'Carolyn Erickson, CCT bunnyn 
1-06 Fee Account created Total Due: 0.50 christim 
1-06 COPY FEE Payment Received: 0.50 christim 
Note: 1.00 cash tendered. 0.50 change given. 
7-06 LAW AND MOTION scheduled on March 03, 2006 at 09:00 AM in Third 
^ ^ Floor W-3 6 with Commissioner CASEY. shannonl 
jPBB^Tote: Msg from Todd Stone RE: 3/4/05 Appeal that was not 
tracyt 
tracyt 
susanp 
7-06 riletT?* Letter to the Court from Brent Chipman 
Filed: ^^Kmiiiii^mm^^^g]-pn.gj on of Time (Todd Stone, Pro Se] 
:ed: 1?/l?/Ofi 1 fi•R^ • 9R p^rr^ Z^L 
Clerk: susanp 
PRESENT 
Petitioner's Attorney: BRENT R CHIPMAN 
Attorney for the minor: SHARON KISHNER 
Respondent(s): TODD L STONE 
Audio 
Tape Number: 2-06 Tape Count: 9:08-10:24 
HEARING 
5-06 
3-06 
3-06 
9-06 
4-06 
!8-06 
)7-06 
38-06 
This matter is before the court for a hearing regarding several 
motions filed by respondent. Respondent was present representing 
himself pro se. Petitioner was not present but was represented by 
her attorney of record, Brent Chipman. 
After hearing argument, COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) 
1. The offers on the homes need to be disclosed to petitioner and 
her counsel and Annabell Stone; 
2. Respondent's request for documents from the GAL, to the extent 
they are from the children, are confidential and privileged; 
3. Respondent is to have free and unfettered access to the 
children's therapist to the extent the therapist can communicate 
with him. Petitioner should sign releases necessary to have that 
happen; 
4. Petitioner is to comply with the Decree of Divorce with 
respect to the past photographs; 
5. Commissioner is reserving the right to send out a minute entry 
if a motion filed is not properly before the Commissioner; 
6. Respondent is to reimburse Mr. Chipman for providing courtesy 
copies of motions scheduled before the Commissioner today, because 
he didn't provide those; 
7. 
Fee Account created Total Due: 4.75 
COPY FEE Payment Received: 
Filed: Notice to Submit (Mr. Stone's re: Appeal) 
Filed: Letter to the Court from Roger Bryner 
^RBRBBRB^^ submitted NTS 
to Judge Medley™ 
Filed: Commissioner's Minute Entry Ruling on the Respondent's 
Petition for Extension of Time - Extension Granted to March 10 
2006 
LAW AND MOTION Cancelled. 
Reason: Continued without date. 
visement Minute Entry 
ere a t e d "— "^V^^k 1 Due: 4.0 0 
4.75 
and docket 
julier 
julier 
tracyt 
tracyt 
tracyt 
susanp 
shannonl 
susanp 
teressah 
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*}6 
-06 
•06 
•06 
•06 
•06 
•06 
•06 
PEE Payment Received: 4.00 
__ ^ Petition for Extension of Time 
id order: MINUTE ENTRY and ORDER - Respondent's Notice 
[Ibmit file 2/8/06 is summarily stricken as untimely. 
Sspondent' s Appeal & Objections filed 3/4/05 objects to 
temporary Orders. *See file for full Minute Entry 
Judge tmedley 
Signed March 10, 2006 
Fee Account created Total Due: 
COPY FEE Payment Received: 
Note: 2 0.00 cash tendered. 13 
-06 
•06 
•06 
-06 
-06 
•06 
•06 
06 
06 
06 
06 
06 
to 
teressah 
tracyt 
tracyt 
Fee Account created 
COPY FEE 
Note: Forwarded Record -
Appeals - 20060072-ca 
Fee Account created 
COPY FEE 
Total Due: 
Payment Received: 
Files-5 unpaginated 
Total Due: 
Payment Received: 
6.25 
6.25 
75 change given. 
5.00 
5.00 
to Court of 
1.00 
1.00 
christim 
christim 
benf 
benf 
sophieo 
rachella 
rachella 
Filed: Utah Court of Appeals - Remittitur Received - Record 
Received - Files-3 unpaginated - Appeal is Dismissed -
20051021-CA 
Note: Judge Medley's clerk (Tracy) has volume 2, Court of 
Appeals has volumes 1,3,4, & 5 - return volume 2 to Jodi or 
Sophie in Appeals to give to Court of Appeals - 20060072-CA 
Note: Court of Appeals had volumes 1-5, but 1 and 3 had been 
gjggfSSRf for case #20060072-CA - The original volumes 1 and 3 
were returned by Court of Appeals for case #20051021-CA - Jodi 
in Appeals replaced the recreated volumes 1 and 3 up at the 
Court of 
Note: Appeals with the originals 
3 
FiTeSTTbrrespondence from Brent Chipman 
Commissioner Rule on Respondent's Second Petition for Extension 
of Time 
jodib 
jodib 
:-<*-*- • ij i&rMiiiiiicisH«niMi^ 
TTo~Record Received -Filed: Remitt'UTTHT Received" 2 0 051T23 
Petition for Rehearing Denied 
Filed: Commissioner's Under Advisement with Ruling 
Respondent's Second Petition for Extension of Time 
(See Minute Entry) 
Filed: Notice of Appeal 
Note: Order Granting Extension to File Appeal 
Casey forwarded to Judge for signature 
Note: Cert/Copy of Notice of Appeal forwarded 
Appeals 
Filed: Affidavit in Support of Award of Attorney' 
Chipman, ATP) 
Note: Order on Respondent's Motions (hearing 2/8/2006) signed 
by Commissioner Casey, forwarded to Judge for signature. 
Note: c*^frttm^tow£tommmBPmmmw* imrtWI' Iffl pn.g -i on of Time to File 
susanp 
jodib 
sophieo 
on 
- Denied 
signed by Comm 
to Utah Court of 
s Fees (Brent 
susanp 
tracyt 
susanp 
jodib 
susanp 
shannonl 
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12/12/ 
PlR 014903655 Divorce/Annulment 
Appeal (minute entry April 3, 2006) signed by Commissioner 
r signature, 
Judge tmedley 
Signed April 20, 2006 
B-06 Filed order: Order on Respondents Motions 
Judge tmedley 
Signed April 20, 2006 
&24-06 Filed: Letter from Court of Appeals 
Appeals No. 20060353-ca 
-25-06 Minute Entry - Minutes for Law and Motion 
Commissioner: T PATRICK CASEY 
Clerk: susanp 
No Parties Present 
Noa received, Court of 
shannonl 
tinaa 
tinaa 
sophieo 
susanp 
HEARING 
COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDS (TPC) -
Having reviewed the Affidavit of Attorney's Fees, and no objection 
having been received from the respondent as to the amount of time 
spent or the rate charged, the Commissioner finds that petitioner's 
attorney's rate of $185.00 per hour 
is within the range of what is appropriate attorney's fees for an 
attorney of Mr. Chipman's experience, and that the fees of 
$3,746.25 are reasonable attorney's fees to be awarded to 
petitioner. 
Petitioner's counsel is invited to submit an Order and Judgment 
consistent herewith. 
25-06 Filed order: Order on 
File Appeal 
Judge tmedley 
Signed April 25, 2006 
15-06 Fee Account created Total Due 
15-06 COPY FEE Payment Received: 
15-06 Filed: Co-Parenting Mediation Disposition Notice 
Agreement) 
15-06 Note: Judgment and Order (3,735.14 attorney's fees) signed by 
Comm Arnett for Comm Casey then forwarded to Judge for 
signature 
16-06 Filed: Letter to the Court (from Todd Stone) 
16-06 Fee Account created Total Due: 
16-06 COPY FEE Payment Received 
17-06 Filed order: Judgment and Order 
Judge tmedley 
Signed May 17, 2006 
17-06 Filed: Letter to Mr. Stone, cc: The Court 
Second Petition for Extension of Time to 
75 
4 .75 
(Partial 
0.25 
0.25 
tracyt 
rachella 
rachella 
philips 
susanp 
tracyt 
betsyc 
betsyc 
tinaa 
tracyt 
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